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ABSTRACT
The purpose of the study is to examine the influence of
family characteristics and the local economy on youth larbor
force participation.

Using a representative national sample,

data on 51,344 16- to 18-year-olds and their families are
analyzed and combined with information on local labor
markets.
Although there are numerous studies dealing with labor
force participation,

decisions to seek employment are often

treated as individual choices.

Little is known about the

influence of the family on youth labor force participation.
This study attempts to fill this research gap.
The family characteristics used in the study are household
income, parental employment status, occupational status of the
household head, and the relative cost of children in the
household.

In addition, separate analyses are presented for

differing household structures and levels of household income.
The constraints to youth labor force participation posed
by the economic structure are also included.

The labor

market area characteristics included in the analysis are
unemployment, youth labor supply, industrial mix, nonfarm
employment growth, school enrollment, and rural/urban status.
Additional characteristics included as control variables are
region, cost of living, gender, race, age, and school
attendance.
vi

The results of the study indicate that family
circumstances affect youth labor force participation and that
these effects are mediated by household structure and level
of income.

Parental employment and white collar occupational

status of the household head are positively associated with
youth labor force participation.

Household income affects

youth labor force participation in married-couple households,
but not in female-headed households.

In general, youth in

married-couple households and youth in lower income
households are more responsive to family characteristics in
their labor force participation than are youth in female
headed households and youth in higher income households.
Labor market characteristics important to youth labor
force participation are unemployment, employment growth,
labor supply, and urban/rural status.

Higher unemployment

and greater labor supply negatively affect youth labor force
participation.

Employment growth has a positive effect.

vii

CHAPTER

1

INTRODUCTION
Although most recent sociological research on labor
force participation has usually ignored the role of the
family, some writers have argued persuasively for directing
attention to the contextual influence of the family in
studying labor force participation.

Kanter

(1977:89) has

identified "the myth of separate worlds" as the tendency of
sociology to treat the family and the workplace as autonomous
entities.

She noted that even when sociological studies

linked work and family in modern America, these analyses
typically revolved around economic determinism.

That is,

work defined the conditions of the family (Kanter, 1977:53).
Kanter suggests the importance of looking for the "dynamic
connections" between the two and that family patterns may
also affect work systems.
More recently, Barling (1990) has stressed a theme similar
to Ranter's.

According to Barling, the pervasive assumption

that work exerts unidirectional effects on the family is
flawed.

Rather, work and family are interdependent and the

study of work and family required an "open systems" approach
which relates the effects of each on the other.

Barling's

reasoning assumes that because all individuals are members of a
family system, a comprehensive understanding of their
individual actions must include the context of the family.
1

2
Curtis

(1986) has also argued for the validity of

studying families.

According to him, the prevalent

sociological focus on individuals in the study of inequality
has assumed incorrectly that all families are alike.

He

attributes the failure to use families as organizational
units of study to "ideological individualism" or bias on the
part of sociologists.

"The sociological version [of the

study of inequality] simply ignores intermediate levels of
social organization and relationships other than that of an
individual to the state or economy," according to Curtis
(1986:178) .
Another researcher who has discussed this problem is
Voydanoff

(1987).

She has asserted that, although most

people fill both work and family roles at some time during
their lives, a research gap has existed regarding the
interrelationship between work and family.

She has observed

that most textbooks on the family do not discuss labor force
participation and most textbooks on labor force participation
do not deal with issues pertaining to the family.

This gap

in the study of family and work has also been noted by those
interested in youth labor force participation.
Ooms (1988:8) report,

Lerman and

"It is as if once a young person

reaches 16-18 years, families no longer count— they are
either irrelevant to the issue of youth employment or
believed to have a negative influence."
Despite this general trend, a number of earlier studies
conducted around the turn of the century and during the Great
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Depression, as well as more recent analyses of historical
information, have examined and confirmed patterns of the
family influence labor force participation.

For example,

historical studies of ethnic groups have noted differing
family-influenced work patterns based on ethnicity (Harevan,
1975; McLaughlin, 1971) or class status (Gans, 1982; Prude,
1976).

Further, some of these studies have involved a

specific examination of the effects of family-influenced
factors on youth labor force participation.
Horan and Hargis (1991:583-596) recently have analyzed
family-level data from an 1890 survey of families in the
United States and found that the family economy played an
important role in determining children's school participation
and labor force participation.

These researchers found that

greater family economic resources and lower levels of demand
on these resources were associated with higher rates of
children's participation in school and lower rates of
children's participation in work.

And, although their study

also examined the effects of the local economy and regional
factors, the family economy was found to predominate
(1991:593).
The Great Depression spawned a number of studies
emphasizing the importance of the family economy and the
different adaptive responses of families to economic upheaval
(Angell, 1936; Cavan and Ranck, 1938; Lynd and Lynd, 1937;
and Bakke, 1935; 1940a; 1940b).

One of the best known—

Elder's contemporary analysis of data collected during the
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Depression on 167 Oakland children— examined a number of
family-influenced factors regarding the labor force
participation of children.

Elder concluded that economic

deprivation and a large family were the greatest influences
propelling youth into the labor force.

The presence of a

large family reduced the family's economic resources per
member and, hence, increased the family's needs.
unemployment was another important determinant
1974:64-82).

Parental

(Elder,

Later work has also supported parental

unemployment as an important determinant of youth labor force
participation (Root, 1984; Voydanoff, 1983).
The relationship between the family's economic resources
and its needs, as well as other family characteristics, has
been incorporated into the work of a few contemporary
researchers interested in adult labor force participation.
Sweet (1973) developed the notion of "income adequacy" to
portray the family's economic circumstances and its influence
on the labor force participation of women.

Income adequacy

measured the expected expenses of a family based on the
number of family members.

Similarly, Eggebeen and Hawkins

(1988) compared family economic needs among employed wives.
The study of the varying economic needs of families has
also been extended into a consideration of how these needs
might vary over the course of time in a family.

Oppenheimer

(1982:12) has identified three periods of peak expenses over
the course of the life cycle for families in modern American
society.

She has called these periods of peak expenses
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"family life cycle squeezes" and applied the notion of the
family life cycle squeeze to the study of the labor force
participation of women.

Oppenheimer has found important

relationships between women's labor force participation and
family life cycle squeezes as well as differences based on
family class status.

Wilensky (1963) has also examined

family life cycle squeezes and labor force participation.

He

studied over 1,000 men holding second jobs and found they
shared a common characteristic:
life cycle squeeze.

they were caught in a family

That is, the expenses of having a large

number of children living at home combined with low savings
was found to be of crucial importance.
The underpinning of the family life cycle squeeze can be
traced back to work conducted more than a half century
earlier.

Rowntree (1922:88) and Rubinow (1916:34) have noted

the cyclical nature of the economic well-being of the family
over its life course.

In these early studies, the

contribution of wage-earning children and its importance to
family's economic well-being was noted.
The goal of this study is to examine the relationship
between family characteristics such as family need, and youth
labor force participation.

Additionally, the study will

consider the external constraints to youth labor force
participation posed by the economic structure.

Conditions of

the local labor market in which youth reside are also to be
included.
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This analysis makes two important contributions to the
discipline.

First, the study addresses the aforementioned

general need for examining the family as the context for
individual actions and as a viable organizational unit of
analysis in the study of labor force participation.

Second,

by focusing on the contextual influences of the family, the
study goes beyond the scope of many recent studies of youth
labor force participation.

The study also addresses some of

the questions raised by a number of historical studies that
usually are not considered in contemporary analyses.

For

example, what is the role of the family's economic needs,
parental employment, and household structure in the
propensity of youth to participate in the labor force?
Beyond contributing to the discipline, the study also
will yield practical information about youth labor force
participation.

The need for such a contribution is evident

for several reasons.

First, youth employment and

unemployment is widely held to be a serious national problem
(Charner and Frazer, 1988; Hahn and Lerman,

1985; Levin and

Ferman, 1985; Committee on Youth Employment and Trainings
Programs,

1985; The Vice-President's Task Force on Youth

Employment,

1980) .

Second, national programs to address the

problem of youth employment have been numerous, but often
unfocused (Baumer and Van Horn, 1985:92) .

Finally, youth

employment is often regarded as an integral part of the
adolescent's transition to adulthood, and a significant
number of young people are not expected to successfully make
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the transition to productive and responsible adulthood
between now and the year 2000 (U.S. Department of Health and
Human Resources and U.S. Department of Labor, 1986).

In

short, the present study will not only contribute to bridging
a theoretical gap in studying labor force participation, it
will also contribute much-needed practical information about
the labor force participation of the nation's youth.

CHAPTER

2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND
THEORETICAL
FRAMEWORK
The

Separation

of

Work

and

Family

Sociology has often studied the family and the workplace
as autonomous entities.

Kanter

(1977:89)

tendency as the "myth of separate worlds."

identifies this
According to

Kanter, it is a myth that the family and the workplace can be
studied independently.

Conceding that neither industrial nor

family sociologists ignored entirely the influence of work on
family life or family on work, Kanter maintains that neither
group considered fully the influence of one on the other or
looked for the "dynamic connections" between the two.
Historically, the Industrial Revolution changed the
relationship of the family to the workplace in such a way as to
appear to separate the two.

In colonial times, economic

production was centered around the family farm or business.
The rise of factory work split productive economic functions
away from the family leaving consuming functions as the basis
of economic life within the family.

The study of the status,

life chances, and lifestyles of families at various income
levels became an area of inquiry in sociology as this shift of
the family from a productive work unit to a consuming unit took
place

(Strong and DeVault,

1986:62-74; Kanter,

8

1977:9-13).
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Urbanization also removed work from the physical locale
of the family.

Factories drew workers out of their homes

and, as modernization progressed, the trend for workers to
move their homes further from economic centers ensued.

The

home came to be viewed as a retreat from the working world
(Jeffery, 1972) .
Kanter (1977:53) argues that most analyses linking work
and family in modern America revolved around economic
determinism in which work defines the conditions of the
family.

She suggests that family patterns also affect work

systems, but that no theoretical framework exists for testing
such a relationship.
Nevertheless, there is evidence that family patterns did
affect work patterns.

Hareven

(1975), in an historical study

of French-Canadian textile workers in Manchester, New
Hampshire in the early 1900s, challenged the traditional view
that workers were the mere cogs of industry.

According to

Hareven, despite the power of industry, the family and
industry often interact in a manner beneficial to both, and
families shape the industrial system by exercising a
collective strength that prefigures labor unions.

She also

notes the influence of the family in decisions about who
would work, when, where, and at what age.
Harevan

(1982:1-8) maintains that the widely-accepted

view of sociology has been that industrialization and
urbanization destroyed the traditional family, and the
nuclear family emerged as the form best suited to the demands
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of an industrial economy.

Her view is that, during the

Industrial Revolution, the conditions of work and the
conditions of the family changed, and that much of the change
was due to interactions between the family and the workplace
rather than reactions on the part of the family to a changing
economy.
McLaughlin (1971:299) also maintains that some social
scientists, in considering industrialization and urbani
zation, mistakenly treat the family as a dependent variable.
In examining employment patterns and family relations among
Italian immigrants in Buffalo, New York, she concludes that
an Italian father's employment was not the basis for his
authority in the family.

She also found that decisions about

who in the family could work and at what kinds of jobs they
could work are influenced greatly by the family's ethnicity.
For example, while Polish, Swedish, and German women commonly
worked as housekeepers or factory laborers, Italian women and
girls did not.

Further, she notes that Italian families

often responded to economic need in gender-specific ways by
removing male children from school and sending them to work
so that mothers could remain at home (1971:306-307).
Gans (1982:241-254), in a study of Italian immigrants in
Boston during the late 1950s, concluded that their attitudes
and behavior were an outgrowth of their class position rather
than their ethnic identity.

The Italians who were working

class shared great similarity with the working class
everywhere, he concluded.

Even the differences noted between
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Italians and other ethnic groups were attributed to
differences in economic relations in their countries of
origin rather than to differences attributed to ethnicity.
The most visible, and perhaps most important,
distinction among the three classes Gans depicted— working,
lower, and middle— is the structure of the family.

In the

working-class subculture the extended family is dominant.
Work is sought within establishments connected to the family.
The world of work is decidedly secondary to family life
(Gans, 1982:256-257).

Thus, while rejecting studies

suggesting the influence of the family's ethnicity on work,
Gans has furthered the case for the influence of the family
on work.
Prude (1976), in reviewing historical studies of working
class families, argues that the relationship between the
family and its setting is best urierstood as a process of
continuous interaction.

According to Prude (1976:424),

"The problem is that scholars have generally not
been able to comprehend that a family could be both
affected by and effective in its milieu, that it
could be simultaneously unsuccessful in resisting
changes in its own traditions and successful in
aiding its members to cope with the world in which
they found themselves."
Voydanoff (1987) has also identified a gap in research
on the interrelationship between work and family roles.
Although most people will fill both types of roles sometime
during their lives, Voydanoff noted that most textbooks on
the family do not discuss labor force participation and,
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conversely, that most textbooks on labor force participation
do not deal with issues related to the family.

Recent

widespread changes affecting families have challenged the
view that work and the family are separate areas of study,
according to Voydanoff.

These changes include structural

unemployment as well as the growth of two-earner and single
parent families.
According to Voydanoff there are two basic approaches to
studying the linkages between work and the family.

The first

is to investigate the direct effects each has on the other;
the second is to examine the interface between work and the
family.

This latter approach focuses on the mutual

interdependence between these two seemingly separate spheres
of life.

For example, families create demands for good and

services from the economic market and provide workers to the
labor market.

The labor market provides families with

opportunities to earn wages and wages are necessary to
purchase goods and services.

Thus, according to Voydanoff,

the family and the labor market are intertwined.
Other researchers such as Crouter (1984) have also
called for an examination of the work-family interface and
have chosen to focus on the often neglected aspect of this
interface— the family's effects on work.

Crouter compares

employed women with young children to those with older
children and to fathers in their degree of spillover from
family to work.

She found that women with younger children

report high levels of spillover than either women with older

13
children or fathers regardless of their position in the
family life cycle.
Barling (1990:4-5) has recently noted a pervasive and
seemingly flawed assumption regarding work and family— the
unidirectional effects of work on family.

Instead, Barling

stressed the interdependence of work and family and used an
"open systems" approach in relating family influences on
work-related experience and vice versa.

Further, because all

individuals are members of a family system, a comprehensive
understanding of an individual's behavior must include the
context of the family (Barling, 1990:12-13).

The

Family

and

Youth

Employment

Harevan (1982:360) has noted that, at the turn of the
century, first-generation immigrants were prepared to make
the necessary trade-offs to achieve a middle-class lifestyle.
Children sometimes were sent to work in order to help the
family buy a home.

Boys and girls went to work and, when

necessary, families were divided to allow members to seek
work in other locales.
Other historical accounts have also noted that for many
families the wages of children were important to the family's
economic strategy.

Rowntree (1922, originally published in

1901) studied York laborers and their families in late
Nineteenth Century England and found among these lower income
families the wages of children were required.

Similarly,
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Rubinow (1916) documented the economic need found in many
families for children to work.
In 1925, the National Industrial Conference Board
published The Employment _of...Younq^ersons in the United
States: this document noted the influence of the family's
circumstances on the employment of youth.
report

According to the

(National Industrial Conference Board, 1925:2),

"The

death or illness of the breadwinner of the family, or death
or incapacitation of both parents, might make it necessary
for

even very young children to go to work."

The report goes

on,

"In addition to cases of necessity due to death or

incapacitation of one or both parents, there are, of course,
other cases in which low or irregular family income or the
the

size of the family, or both, are factors, and there is at

the

present time very little social provision for such

cases ."
The report of the National Industrial Conference Board
cited five separate studies on the reasons why children
entered paid employment.

Based on these studies between 30

and 60 percent of the cases involved helping the family
financially.
Horan and Hargis

(1991) analyzed the impact of the

family economy on children in their rates of school
participation and labor force participation in the United
States during the 1890s.

The researchers also examined the

effects of local as well as regional labor market
characteristics.

They concluded that the family economy,
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local economy, and regional factors each play a separate role
in determining children's school and work participation
rates, but that the impact of the family economy
predominated.
The family characteristics examined by Horan and Hargis
include the head of household's income, the wife's income,
the size of the family, the proportion of female children,
the proportion of children 14 years or older, and the
occupation of the head of household.

These researchers found

that the income of the household head had a negative impact
on children's work participation and a positive impact on
children's school participation while the wife's income had
no impact.

Differences in children's rates of participation

in work and school were found depending on the occupation of
the head of household.

Family size also had a positive

impact on children working, but no impact on their schooling.
The proportion of female children in a family had a negative
effect on children's work participation, but no effect on
their school participation.

Also, the proportion of children

14 years old or over was positively associated with
children's rates of work participation and negatively
associated with their rates of school participation.
Anderson (1971:112-123) in an historical study of
families in Lancashire, England, during the Nineteenth
Century, documented a number of influences of the family on
labor force participation.

Family members often found

employment for one another and it was common for family

16
members to work in the same trade or firm even over a period
spanning generations.

Parents often chose the future

occupations of their children.

When younger children were

employed they turned over most, if not all, of their earnings
to the family and sometimes came to occupy some authority and
power in the family as a result (1971:129).
children

(7 to 15 years old) worked, a frequent reason

appeared to be the poverty of the family.
Anderson

When young

According to

(1971:76), some parents were forced by large

families and low wages to send their children out to work in
order to maintain the family's life-style.
The Great Depression spawned a number of important
studies on the impact of a failing economy on the family and
its response to it.

Robert Angell

(1936) undertook a series

of case studies of various types of families characterized
along two continua of integration and adaptability to
determine the effects of the Depression upon the
interrelationships among family members.

A major concern of

Angell's study was the shifting positions within the family
as the father's income decreased and wives and children
became wage earners.

Angell found that different types of

families reacted differently to declining economic
circumstances and shifting earner roles, and that wellintegrated and adaptable families fared best.
Cavan and Ranck (1938) published The Family and the
Depression. a study of one hundred Chicago families.
study confirmed Angell's conclusions.

The

According to Cavan and
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Ranck, adjustment to the Depression depended more on family
organization than on the extent of economic crisis experi
enced.

They also noted the employment of older children as a

response to the family's economic crisis and reported a
general pattern of children's earnings being turned over
entirely or nearly so to the parents

(1938:92-95).

Komarovsky (1940) drew a similar conclusion as the
foregoing authors with respect to families in general and
their reaction to the Depression, but differed from them with
respect to the employed child, family integration and
parental authority.

Unemployed fathers in the fifty-nine

families studied by Komarovsky suffered a great loss of
authority over their employed adolescents.

At the same time,

employed youth gained authority over the entire family
because the family was dependent on their wages.
E. Wight Bakke published The Unemployed Man in 1935
based on a participant-observation study of the British
working class.

He noted important differences in the working

class between skilled and unskilled labor.

The skilled

worker was favored with higher income, higher status, better
chances of promotion,

less severe periods of unemployment,

and more frequent trade association membership.

The children

of unskilled workers were much less likely to attend
secondary schools and their wages were much more necessary
(1935:257-259; originally published in 1933).
In The Unemployed Worker (1940a:116-118) a study of New
Haven, Connecticut during the Depression, Bakke again noted
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the importance of children's wages to the family,
particularly for working class families.

He documented a

sharp rise in youth employment as the age of children
increased, one percent of children ten to fourteen years of
age were employed, for those aged fifteen,

sixteen, and

seventeen years of age employment increased to 19 percent, 39
percent, and 53 percent, respectively.

For 18- and 19-year-

olds, the employment rate was 69 percent.

According to

Bakke, the disposition of these earnings differed among
families according to the birthplace of the parents.
Foreign-born parents kept their children's wages; native-born
parents allowed the children to save the money or spend it on
extra things.

He also noted that the proportions of employed

male and female children did not differ.
Bakke also published a companion study to The Unemployed
Man entitled Citizens Without Work

(1940b); this study

focused on community and family relationships of the
unemployed.

This work included twenty-five case studies of

families suffering unemployment.

Bakke's case studies

paralleled those contained in Glen Elder's Children of the
Great Depression.

Elder's analysis was published in 1974 and

was based on the records of 167 children and their families
in Oakland, California, who were originally studied from 1932
to 1939.

Because the focus of the study was children, Elder

devoted an entire chapter to the role of children in the
household economy.
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He pointed out a number of significant factors affecting
the incidence of children in paid employment.

He reported

that part-time jobs suited to children were plentiful in
Oakland in the 1930s.

Elder found gender differences in that

boys were more likely to be employed (one-half of the boys in
the study were employed as compared to one-fourth of the
girls).

Girls, on the other hand, were more likely to

perform domestic tasks.
Employment and domestic tasks were also related to
economic deprivation in both the middle and working class
with the same gender differences noted above.

Differences

between middle and working class families were negligible
with one exception, according to Elder.

Working class girls

from economically deprived families were nearly three times
as likely to be employed when compared to girls in general.
Maternal employment increased the tendency for both
sexes to perform domestic tasks.

Maternal employment did not

positively affect children's employment, however, perhaps
because maternal employment lessened the need for the wages
of children.
Family size affected the prevalence of youth employment.
Elder

(1974:68) observed,

"More than any other social

attribute of the family, the number of children has direct
consequences for labor and economic needs in the household."
In Elder's study two-thirds of the boys in families with
three or more siblings were employed; in smaller families 44
percent of the boys were employed.

Larger family size was
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also a significant predictor of sex-typed roles in domestic
work among boys and girls.
Elder did not find that the position of the child in the
family explained youth employment except in the case of an
only child.

Eldest children were no more likely to be

employed in two-child families or larger families.

The only

childr was less frequently employed and less involved in
household tasks even in the most economically deprived
families in Elder's study.
Parental unemployment played an important role in
combination with economic deprivation.

Elder found that,

among youth from economically deprived families with an
unemployed father, the greatest percentages of boys and girls
were in paid employment.
Elder (1974:69-70) concluded that two factors were
particularly important in determining children's roles in the
work and household setting— economic deprivation and a large
family.

The former played the most significant role in

determining the work experience of boys and in predicting
sex-typed roles in domestic tasks.
most important determinant.

The latter was the next

Elder's findings regarding the

impact of the size of the family is interesting in that it
raises the issue of the varying needs of families depending
on their particular characteristics and composition.
According to Elder (1974:68), "As the number of children
increases, household operations must expand, caretaking and
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parenting become more demanding and less available for each
child, and financial resources per member are reduced."

The Relationship Between School
Enrollment and Youth Employment
Closely related to the study of youth labor force
participation is the issue of school enrollment, as schooling
is the chief occupation of youth in the United States today.
A number of studies have examined the relationship between
school enrollment and job opportunities for youth.
Robert and Helen Lynd published Middletown in Transition
in 1937, recounting the effects of the Depression on one
American city.

Some of their most interesting findings

revolved around youth employment and education.

Youth

employment was viewed among small businessmen in Middletown
not only as beneficial to the economy, but also as a means
for keeping young people busy and out of trouble
originally published in 1937).

(1965:24;

The Lynds examined school

enrollment and youth employment during the economically
prosperous 1920s and the Depression of the 1930s.

In the

1920s they noted a marked decrease in the proportion of those
under 20 years of age employed accompanied by an increase in
high school completion rates.

In examining the influence of

increased education and child labor laws, they concluded that
these factors did not explain the decrease in youth
employment— rather they found, "...the slow emergence of a
social problem likely to be momentous in the future, namely,
the presence in Middletown even in the prosperous 1920s of a
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jobless and schoolless population, an idle in-between age
group commencing in the mid-teens and culminating in the
after-high-school age of nineteen1 " (1965:48-49; originally
published in 1937).

The Lynds concluded that the increased

school enrollment in 1920s may have been the result of fewer
job opportunities for young people.

During the Depression

high school enrollment rose dramatically (1965:207-208).

The

Lynds noted that the American ideal of increased career
success through increased education began to give way to the
notion that schools keep youth off the streets (1965:484).
Contrary to the Lynd's observations that a youth
unemployment problem was emerging even in the economically
prosperous 1920s, Ashby (1985:492-493) reported that the rise
and fall of school enrollment and youth employment are
directly linked to general economic conditions.
Specifically, the failing economy of the 1930s rather than
child labor legislation brought about a rise in the schoolleaving age to sixteen, according to Ashby.

Further, the

economic boom brought about by World War II propelled youth
into the labor market and reduced school enrollment sharply.
Zimand (1944:86-87), using census data, documented
declines in youth employment after its peak in 1910.

She

found a sharp decline took place from 1930 to 194 0 and

1 This observation appears to contradict Elder's study which
noted that part-time jobs for youth were plentiful even
during the Depression in Oakland. This difference may be
partly due to Lynd's focus on high school graduates and in
some cases college graduates in their report.
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attributed it to the widespread unemployment of the 1930s.
During this period school enrollment levels increased.
Magee

(1944:101), utilizing statistics from the U.S.

Children's Bureau, found dramatic increases in youth
employment every year from 1940 to 1944.

Along with

increasing youth employment she found that the trend toward
increasing school enrollment since 192 9 had reversed itself.
Ralph and Rubinson (1980:950) examined primary and
secondary school enrollment rates and unemployment rates in
the United States over the years 1890 to 1924 and 1930 to
1970.

They found that, as expected, the effect of

unemployment was generally positive and significant.
According to Ralph and Rubinson, school enrollments
frequently responded to economic cycles with more people
staying in school during periods of poor economic conditions.
Walters and O'Connell (1988) examined differences
between rural and urban areas in school enrollment rates for
the period 1890 to 1940.

They argued that lower enrollment

rates in urban areas can be explained by the economic needs
of the family and the nature of the work available to
children.
The researchers also linked the organization of the
family economy to children's work patterns.

In rural areas

families typically were engaged in agriculture and children
were needed for part-time or seasonal work.

In this nonwage

setting families often exercised control over the timing and
extent of children's work.

In contrast, urban children from
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working class and immigrant families typically had only
structured factory work available to them.

Likewise, the

urban economic setting did not allow enough flexibility for
children to work and enroll in school.
Walters and O'Connell also noted that, while school
enrollment rates were higher in rural areas, the school
attendance rate for older rural children was lower than that
of their urban counterparts.

Thus, urban children traded off

school enrollment for paid work while rural youth traded off
school attendance to participate in seasonal agricultural
work, according to researchers.
Walters

(1984) examined the relationship between

unemployment and school enrollments for the periods 1922 to
1951 and 1952-1979.

In both periods the effect of

unemployment on school enrollments was positive, but it was
significant only for the earlier period.
Borus (1984:18-19), using a national sample of over
12,000 youth, compared youth labor force participation and
unemployment between those youth enrolled in school and those
not enrolled in school.

The group enrolled in school had a

smaller percentage of youth participating in the labor force
as well as a lower percentage unemployed.

This is consistent

with the notion that schooling occupies the young and
decreases the proportion of youth in the labor force.
Reubens, Harrisson, and Rupp (1981:51-52) found
educational enrollment patterns were an extremely important
factor in trends in youth labor force participation.
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Enrollment patterns were also the best predictor of
differences in youth labor force participation in their
cross-national study of twelve nations.

The results of their

analysis demonstrated that, over time, increases in school
enrollment are accompanied by decreases in youth labor force
participation and decreases in enrollment are accompanied by
increases in youth labor force participation.
By examining information on individual states regarding
minimum ages for work and minimum school attendance published
by the National Industrial Conference Board (1925), one can
also ascertain a close relationship between schooling and
children's work (National Industrial Conference Board,
1925:101-150).

In comparing the state with the lowest

minimum age for work (Florida, 12 years old) to the states
with the highest minimum age for work (Montana and Ohio, 16
years old, with exceptions), one finds important differences
in educational requirements.

In Florida no grade for

completion was specified, but in Montana completion of eighth
grade was required as well as some limited continued
schooling for all 16- to 18-year-olds.
the seventh grade was required.

In Ohio completion of

The percent of youth aged 10

to 13 years old employed in 1920 in Florida was 5 percent; in
Montana and Ohio the figure was one-tenth of a percent.
A number of researchers convincingly argue that the
degree of youth job opportunity influences school enrollment.
Therefore, school enrollment is to be included in depicting
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the structural circumstances of a local labor market in the
study.

The Life-Cycle Squeeze and the
Family's Economic Well-Being
The idea of the family undergoing periods when rising
expenditures squeeze family income is the basis of the notion
of a family life-cycle squeeze.
identified

Oppenheimer (1982:12)

three periods of peak expense over the course of

family life in modern American society.

These were:

(1) the

first income/expenditure squeeze due to the expenses
associated with forming a new family and setting up a
household usually in preparation for childbearing;

(2) the

second income/expenditure squeeze due to the increased
expenses of adolescent children; and (3) the third income/
expenditure squeeze due to retirement and its associated
income loss or reduction.
The notion of the second life-cycle squeeze outlined by
Oppenheimer rested on the variations in relative costs of
children by age.

Oppenheimer (1982:425-431) combined the

estimated child-care expenditures of Espenshade (1973) and
the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (1968).

Her estimates

documented significant increases in the cost of children as
their age rises.

Expenditures for children six to eleven

years old were 50% greater than for those under six and
expenditures for children aged 12 to 17 were 55% greater than
those for six to eleven years old (1982:174).

These

estimates were reported for children of fathers aged 25 to
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64.

Oppenheimer also attempted to estimate expenditures for

children 18 to 24 years old, but this proved difficult.

"The

major problem is our inability to determine the economic
dependency of older children— both those within and
especially those outside the home," according to Oppenheimer
(1982:176).

One drawback was that data she utilized lacked

information on earnings.
Espenshade

(1977:28-29) estimated that,

in 1960-61,

expenditures in children aged 12 to 17 years old were
approximately three times as large as those on a child under
the age of six.

Reed and McIntosh (1972:338) estimated that

the direct cost to parents in the child's 18th year was 40 to
50 percent greater than in the year of the child's birth.
Researchers also directed efforts at assessing the indirect
costs of children.
Reed and McIntosh

Turchi

(1975), Espenshade

(1977), and

(1972) have also estimated opportunity

costs associated with children principally in terms of the
mother's forgone wages.
Around the turn of the century,

family researchers had

observed that family economic well-being rose and fell with
the changing needs and composition of the working-class
family, but for some reason the idea disappeared from social
science studies for decades

(Elder, 1984:84).

Rowntree's

study of York laborers and their families in late nineteenth
century England

(Rowntree,

1901) and Rubinow's work on social

insurance for workers, published in 1916, both discussed the
economic well-being of families in terms of repeated cycles.

28
Interestingly, they alluded to the second squeeze outlined by
Oppenheimer, but offered a totally reversed assessment of the
situation.

It was the independent observations of these two

early writers that adolescent children contributed to the
economic well-being by adding their wages to the family's
income.

The departure of these children often resulted in

the family's economic decline (Rowntree, 1922:88; originally
published in 1901; and Rubinow,
Anderson

(1971:31-32)

1916:34).

Similarly,

in an historical study of families in

Lancashire, England during the mid-Nineteenth Century found
that families with higher incomes tended to be those with
employed children.
One plausible explanation for the difference in the
earlier view offered by both Rowntree and Rubinow, as well as
the findings of Anderson and Oppenheimer1s assessment in 1982
is the passage of time.

Just as the family has changed in

its economic functioning, the economic role of children has
changed.
labor.

On the colonial farm more children meant more
In the early factory system child labor was common.

In modern times children became principally consumers.
The structure of the family has been found to be an
important determinant of the economic role of children in the
household.

Duncan (1984:58) in a panel study of 5,000

American families reported that, in male-headed families, the
departure of children led to an increase in the family's
economic well-being because these children consumed more than
they earned.

In a female-headed family the reverse is true.
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These children contribute more than they consumed and their
departure leads to lower economic well-being for the family.
Norton and Glick (1986:15) reported that female-headed
families differed substantially from male-headed and twoparent families in monetary well-being.

Specifically, they

reported that average income per family member in 1984 was
$4,251 for female-headed families, $9,103 for male-headed
families, and $8,177 for two-parent families.

Wetzel

(1990:11) found that, in 1988, the poverty rate of families
maintained by women was 44.7 percent compared with 7.2
percent of two-parent families.
Eggebeen and Lichter (1991:806-807) concluded that
family structure has an impact on the poverty among children.
They found that changes in family structure accounted for
half of the increase in child poverty rates between 1980 and
1988.

That is, as the number of children residing in female

headed households increased so did the number of children
living in poverty.

The percentage of children in 1988 living

in poverty was 54 percent among female-headed households and
10 percent among married-couple households.

The researchers

also noted that larger family size among poor families when
compared with nonpoor families has added upward pressure on
child poverty rates

(1991:812-814).

Oppenheimer (1982:190-197) also found class differences
in the degree to which families experience income/expenditure
squeezes.

For example, white-collar class families were more

likely than blue-collar families to have children with
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prolonged educational activities.

More specifically, she

presented the view that the second life-cycle squeeze for
families brought on by increased expense for adolescent
children was felt more acutely by white-collar families.

She

also noted that this was particularly true of white-collar
families with relatively low incomes (lower incomes than high
income blue-collar families) as they struggled to maintain a
middle class lifestyle on meager resources.

The general

pressure on these families over the entire family life-cycle
she called the "lower white collar squeeze"

(1982:78).

Similarly, Banks (1954:176), in an historical study of
families, observed that differences in lifestyle and
educational provisions for children was a major cause of
higher expenses for families of the middle class in Victorian
England.
Oppenheimer (1982:220-277) also examined the
relationship between class, employment rates of wives, and
economic need.

She found that income alone was a poor

predictor of the wife's propensity to work outside the home,
rather it appeared that class status was important.

Wives in

lower income white-collar families had considerably higher
employment rates than blue-collar wives, even those with
lower income, with one exception, wives of the lowest paid
blue-collar husbands.

Oppenheimer concludes this was due

more to the economic pressure experienced by lower whitecollar families as they attempted to pursue a middle class
lifestyle than to the absolute level of income of the family.
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Sweet

(1973:47-48), in another study of the labor force

participation of wives, also pointed out the inadequacy of
income as a measure of economic need in the family as well as
the need to consider other family characteristics.

Citing a

number of reasons why dollar income did not measure
accurately economic need, Sweet

(1973:48) asserted that,

"...the most important deficiency is that money income
measures ignore family composition.

The economic pressure

implied by a given family income is a function of the number
of persons to be supported by i t ."
In order to assess more fully economic pressure for the
family, Sweet constructed a measure called "income adequacy."
It included a measure of family income minus the wife's
earnings and a measure of the minimum economic needs of the
family based on its composition including the number and ages
of children present

(Sweet, 1973:49).

The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics computed an income
equivalence scale based on the average costs of a family with
two parents and two children with the oldest child aged 6-15
years.

An equivalent level of consumption for a childless

couple equaled 60 percent of the income required in the first
case.

For a family with two children under 6 years old, the

income portion required was 80 percent.

For a family with

two children and the oldest child 16-17 years old, the
percentage was 14 6 percent
1968:Table 1).

(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,

This finding supported the notion of

Oppenheimer's second life cycle squeeze and underscored
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Sweet's concern with income adequacy, rather than income
alone.
Related to economic pressures affecting the family is
parental unemployment.

Parental unemployment, particularly

that of the father, as a factor in youth employment, has been
documented in studies of the Great Depression.
studies, the notion also received support
Voydanoff,

1983).

In recent

(Root, 1984;

Bowen and Finegan (1969:399-400) found

higher rates of labor force participation among 14- to 17year-old girls and never- married 18- to 24-year-old males in
families with unemployed heads of household, but the results
were not statistically significant.

For 14- to 17-year-old

boys, the expected results were reversed, but again the
results were not statistically significant.
For the purposes of the proposed study, the economic
needs of the family which might propel youth into paid
employment will include not only an income variable and
parental employment but also consideration of needs of the
family in terms of the costs of children as well as a
consideration of class differences.

Labor

Market

Conditions

and

Youth

Employment

Thus far, the emphasis has been on family
characteristics as an influence on youth employment.

In

order to consider the effects of economic conditions on youth
labor force participation,

it is also necessary to consider

the economy in which the family exists.

The economic
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situation of the family might be conceived as a "push"
propelling youth into the labor force and the opportunities
of the local economy might be conceived as a "pull" drawing
youth into labor force participation.
Bloomquist

(1990) has examined the conditions of local

labor markets for effects on employment opportunities for
certain sociodemographic groups.

He reasoned that employment

opportunities for workers are restricted by the ecological
characteristics of the local labor market.

To measure the

effects of labor market conditions he used industrial
composition, urban hierarchy, region, and the
sociodemographic composition of the local labor supply.

In

examining the employment opportunities for men and women, and
blacks and whites, he noted the strong influence of the labor
market structure.
The conditions of the local labor market seem
particularly crucial in considering youth employment because
young people residing in the homes of their parents are
unlikely to relocate elsewhere for employment opportunity.
Horan and Tolbert

(1984:10-11) discussed the assumption of

perfect mobility of labor and conceded that, for upper-level
workers, the influence of the local labor market may be less
relevant.

However, the authors also state,

"To the extent

that job information, recruitment, and workers alike are
constrained by locale and by local economic environments, the
local labor market represents an important dimension of
social and economic organization

(1984:11)."

Similarly,
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Lewin-Epstein (1986:5 67) found that local labor markets
played a significant role in youth employment and argued that
for youth enrolled in school mobility for the sake of job
opportunity seems unlikely.
Bowen and Finegan (1969:419) analyzed 1960 census data
for SMSAs to assess the effects of local labor market
conditions on the participation rates of youths, aged 16 to
24 years old, and concluded, "The results reported here
demonstrate conclusively that labor market conditions have
had pronounced effects on the labor force participation
rates, enrollment rates, and activity rates of younger
persons."
The analysis of Bowen and Finegan (1969) considered
young males.
reported:

Several relevant labor market findings were

(1) high unemploy-ment rates in a local labor

market tended to reduce youth labor force participation;

(2)

the earnings level of young males had an unexpected inverse
relationship to youth labor force participation;

(3) the

industrial mix of a local labor market affected labor force
participation by young males; and (4) the supply of teenagers
in a local labor market was associated with lower activity
rates2 (Bowen and Finegan, 1969:420-445).
Industrial mix as a factor in predicting youth labor
market participation was divided into two variables by Bowen
and Finegan:male industry-mix and teenage male industry-mix.

2 The activity rate is the proportion of youth enrolled in
school, in the labor force, or both.
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The industry-mix variables were based on:

(1) the ratios of

male employment and teenage male employment to total
employment within 3 6 industrial groups at the national level,
and (2) the distribution of total employment in these
industry groups within each SMSA (Bowen and Finegan,
1969:772).

The male industry-mix variable performed less

well in predicting teenage labor force participation than the
teenage industry-mix variable.

Teenage male industry-mix was

especially effective for the age groups 16-17 and 18-19 as
well as 20-24, provided the young men aged 20-24 were
enrolled in school.

The authors concluded that college

students benefited from the same kind of industry-mix that
favored teens (Bowen and Finegan, 1969:441-442).
According to Bowen and Finegan, agriculture and retail
trade were the two major industries employing teens in the
greatest proportions (1969:442-443).

Similarly, Borus

(1984:41), using data from the National Longitudinal Surveys
of Youth Labor Market Experience, reported that, in 1981, the
largest group of employed youth was found in retail trade— 34
percent of the young men and 38 percent of the young women.
In a survey of youth employment in American industry, Hill
and Nixon (1984) observed that teenagers and young adults in
their early twenties are most concentrated in trade, service,
and finance businesses.

According to Charner and Frazer

(1988:26), most student jobs are concentrated in three
industries:

wholesale/retail trade; service and recreation;

and agricultural, fishing and forestry.

Osterman (1980a:6)
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noted that early employment for blacks and whites is
concentrated in three industries:

construction,

manufacturing, and wholesale and retail trade.

According to

Osterman these three industries account for 7 9 percent of
white and 65 percent of black employment among 17-year-olds.
Freeman and Medoff, utilizing Current Population Survey
data for the years 1969, 1975, 1978, reported that
comparisons of teenage male workers with all male workers
reveal a "reasonably distinct job market" (1982:59).
According to Freeman and Medoff (1982:51), "The data show
that the young are concentrated in a different set of jobs
from other workers, are especially likely to work part-time,
and have experienced sizable declines in relative earnings in
the period studied."

The authors also found that the

distribution of jobs of 20-24 year old men was "quite
similar" to that of all men (1982:59).
Hamilton and Claus (1985:139) have observed that youth
are concentrated in particular types of jobs— those jobs
typically require little training.

According to Nardone

(1987:37), most 16- and 17-year-olds work in part-time jobs
requiring very little skill, if any.
Borus reported that youth unemployment rates followed
general unemployment rates in local areas.

"The youth

unemployment rate was 18 percent in areas with less than 6
percent unemployment, 20 percent in those that had between 6
and 9 percent unemployment, and about 26 percent in those
areas having 9 percent or higher unemployment rates" (Borus,
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1984:24).
Finegan

This was consistent with the findings of Bowen and

(1969) and Rosenbaum, Kariya, Settersten, and Maier

(1990:264) .

Rosenbaum and others report that youth

unemployment rates are two to three times higher than adult
unemployment rates and that black youth have twice the
unemployment rate of white youth.
(1988:387),

According to Otto

"Youth unemployment rates are typically two and

three times as high as the national average, and minority
youth unemployment rates are five and six times the national
rate."

Unemployment rates appeared to be an important

indication of opportunity for labor force participation by
youth.

Hence, this information will be incorporated into the

proposed study for each labor market area.
The proportion of the population that is aged 16-18 will
also be computed from data for each labor market area.

This

will address the role of the supply of teenagers in a local
economy and its effect on youth labor force participation.
Freeman

(1982:122) found, as did Bowen and Finegan, that a

greater supply of teenagers

(16- to 17-year-olds and 18- to

19-year-olds) adversely affected teen employment.

However,

this was not true for 20- to 24-year-olds.
According to Rees

(1986:619) the size of the youth

cohort is a "supply-side influence" on the employment rate of
youth.

He has projected that a decline in the size of the

cohort aged 18 to 24 years by the year 1995 will ease the
problem of youth joblessness.
the Hudson Institute

Similarly, a recent report by

(1987) projected that youth workers aged
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16 to 24 years will drop by 8 percent or almost 2 million by
the year 2000.

This will result in a dearth of young workers

and put a strain on employers needing young workers.
Flaim (1979:16-17) examined the rise of teenage
unemployment relative to adult men for the period 1955 to
1975 and concluded that the evidence supported the "crowding"
hypothesis.

That is, the increasing size of the greater

teenage cohort during this twenty-year period contributed to
teenage unemployment.
The earnings levels of teens and their relationship to
youth labor force participation will also be examined by
labor market area.
workers.

Higher earnings might attract more young

On the other hand, as Bowen and Finegan found, it

might depress labor force participation.
The level of earnings paid to youth are of interest from
a practical standpoint because of the continuing debate
regarding the effect of the minimum wage on youth employment.
Every proposal to raise the minimum wage has been met with
predictions of job losses.

Frequently, these projections are

for job losses for youth in particular since many work for
minimum wage (Levitan, 1988:56; Rees, 1986:620).

Also,

proposals to pay youth a subminimum wage have been considered
in recent years (Levitan and Shapiro, 1987:59-60).
Burkhauser and Finegan (1988:54) discuss the impact of
the minimum wage on employment and conclude, "An enormous
body of research shows that a higher minimum results in loss
of jobs, with teenagers as the main victims."

Welch
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(1976:32) writes,

"Minimum-wage legislation has heightened

the vulnerability of teenage employment to the vagaries of
the business cycle."

Mincer

(1976:5100) reports that the

minimum wage has a negative effect on labor force
participation for all groups.
Baumer and Van Horn

(1985:202-208) report that

abolishing the minimum wage for teenage workers is a proposal
favored by policy makers in the private sector to deal with
unemployment.

Lowering the minimum wage for teens would

enhance their attractiveness to potential employers,
according to those who favor such a proposal.
Garfinkel and Palmer (1978:17-18) note that the extent
to which the minimum wage is the cause of the relatively high
employment of unskilled workers is controversial.

However,

the minimum wage is a significant factor in unemployment,
particularly for teenagers.

The rigidity of an

institutionally-fixed wage does not allow for market
adjustments in the demand for unskilled workers, according to
the authors.

Hence, unemployment results when the wages

cannot fall below a regulated level.
Levitan and Shapiro

(1987:57-59) assert that the minimum

wage has scant effect on overall economic conditions or on
the employment of teenagers.

Further, they argue that

government programs are already in place which allow
employers to pay less than the minimum wage for youth.

With

the proper certification employers are allowed to pay full
time students who work part-time less than minimum w a g e s .
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Additionally, employers may qualify for wage subsidies by
employing disadvantaged youth.
Levitan (1988:56-57) asserts that a ten percent increase
in the minimum wage in 1988 would have resulted in a decrease
of teenage employment of one-half of a percent or less.

He

concludes that there is little persuasive evidence that a
higher minimum wage would eliminate jobs.
Rees

(1986:618-621) considers several estimates of youth

joblessness attributed to the minimum wage and concludes the
effects are quite small.

He further argues that, when the

minimum wage remains constant for several years as other
wages rise, one would expect to see a drop in youth
unemployment relative to adult unemployment.

However, there

is no evidence of this happening in the period 1981-1985.
Rees also asserts that a lack of jobs for youth cannot be
reversed by lowering wages.

That is, an employed worker

cannot find work simply by being willing to work for less.
In analyzing labor market areas and employment patterns
an important characteristic frequently used is the
metropolitan/nonmetro-politan distinction (Horan and Tolbert,
1984:12).

This distinction is related to industrial mix in

that types of jobs found in urban and rural areas differ
(Deseran, 1984:110).

In particular, rural areas offer more

agricultural jobs as opposed to manufacturing and services
(Marshall, 1978; Thompson,

1965).

Falk (1982:98) suggested

that rural youth are at a disadvantage because of the types
of jobs available in rural areas.

According to Kasarda and
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Irwin (1991:753) the density (number of persons per square
mile) of an area is the most important factor in determining
employment opportunity in general.
Tolbert and Killian (1987:22-23), utilizing the notion
of an urban hierarchy, developed a typology which
characterized labor market areas as rural nonmetro, rural
metro, urban nonmetro, urban metro, and urban large metro.
This type of classification for labor market areas will be
applied in the proposed study.
Borus (1984:40) and Freeman (1982:122) reported regional
differences in youth employment.

For this reason, region

will be used as control variable in the proposed study.
Researchers have also noted a number of important
differences in recent patterns of youth labor force
participation based on gender (Borus, 1984; 1983; Borus and
Santos, 1983; Freeman and Wise, 1982; Freeman and Medoff,
1982; and Fullerton, 1989), race (Freeman and Holzer, 1986;
Lewin-Epstein, 1986; Borus, 1984; 1983; Borus and Santos,
1983; Freeman and Wise, 1982; Freeman and Medoff, 1982; Mare
and Winship, 1984) , school attendance (Borus, 1984; 1983;
Borus and Santos, 1983; Freeman and Wise,

1982; Freeman and

Medoff, 1982; and Mare,

Winship, and Kubitschek,

age (Borus, 1984; 1983;

Borus and Santos,

1984), and

1983; Freeman and

Wise, 1982; Freeman and Medoff, 1982; and Mare,Winship, and
Kubitschek, 1984).

While these factors are not of central

importance to the proposed study, they will be included as
control variables.
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Conceptual F r a m e w o r k and
Statement of the Problem
The proposed study will examine the relative influences
of family structure and economic structure on youth labor
force participation for those 16 to 18 years of age.

The

interface between the world of work and the world of the
family, which according to Kanter (1977) are erroneously
treated separately in social research, will be of central
importance.

Individual characteristics associated with youth

labor force participation will be included as control
variables.

Family S tr uc tur e

Family structure variables influencing youth labor force
participation cited in previous research include family need,
family income, and parental unemployment.

These topics have

been dealt with in studies of the Great Depression
1936/ Cavan and Ranck,

1938/ Komarousky,

(Angell,

1940/ Bakke,

1935,

originally published in 1933/ 1940a/ 1940b/ and Elder,
immigrant families

(McLaughlin,

1971/ Hareven,

Gans, 1982), working class families
Rowntree,
households

1974),

1975/ and

(Rubinow, 1916/ and

1922, originally published in 1901), female-headed
(Duncan,

and Finegan,

1984) and parental unemployment

1969/ Vodanoff,

1983/ and Root,

(Bowen

1984).

Closely related to the examination of family needs and
family income are studies that deal with the relationship
between family life cycles and income adequacy

(Oppenheimer,

43
1982; Sweet, 1973; Rubinow, 1916; and Rowntree, 1962;
originally published in 1901).

These have indicated that

family income alone does not accurately portray the economic
circumstances of the family.

According to Oppenheimer, as

well as Sweet, a consideration of the economic needs of a
family based on the number and ages of dependents adds
important information about the family's economic well-being.
Both acknowledged that children are more monetarily costly as
they grow into adolescence.

Oppenheimer referred to this as

the second squeeze in the family life cycle.
The notion of income adequacy as developed by Sweet
(1973:48) will be incorporated into the proposed analysis by
considering family composition.

Essentially, Sweet argued

that income in itself does not adequately measure economic
pressure.

In his study of employed wives he used "income

adequacy" combining family income minus the wife's earnings
and family composition to assess the need for a wife to work
outside the home

(1973).

Oppenheimer has argued that, beyond family income and
composition, one might also consider family class status and
its concomitant life-style to assess a family's economic
pressure for additional income.

In particular,

she argued

not only for economic squeezes in the family life cycle, but
also for more acute squeezes in white-collar families with
lower incomes based on the requirements of a middle class
life-style. Thus, not only the needs of the family based on
the differing costs associated with certain stages in the
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family life cycle, but also family status comes into play.
Both of these aspects of economic need in the family seem to
add information beyond income.

Oppenheimer's finding that

wives in lower income white-collar families had considerably
higher employment rates, in general, supports her contention
that family status is an important variable.
Sweet also investigated the effect of status on wives'
employment through the use of an education variable and found
differences based on status.

He concluded that, for employed

wives, the increased opportunities of better educated women
drew them into the labor force in larger proportions rather
than the need for a life-style dependent on higher income.
He acknowledged the argument that the need for a higher
status life-style would help determine the need for income.
However, Sweet put more credence in the former argument
(Sweet, 1973:131-132).

In the case of the proposed study of

employed youth, one would not have as wide of a range of
educational differences among the subjects of study so this
factor would be essentially controlled for, thereby allowing
one to re-examine the question of the effect of family class
status on need.

Economic Structure
Economic structure variables cited in previous research
as influences on youth labor force participation are general
unemployment rates
favorable

(Borus, 1984:24; and Zimand, 1944:86-87),

(to youth)

industrial mix (Bowen and Finegan,
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1969), school enrollment

(Lynd and Lynd , 1965:48-49; Ashby,

1985:4 92-4 93; and Magee, 1944:101), level of youth earnings
(Bowen and Finegan,
Finegan,

(Bowen and

1969; and Freeman, 1982:22), and urban status

(Deseran,
1969).

1969), the supply of teenagers

1984:110; Falk,

1982:98; and Bowen and Finegan,

Additionally, the increase in nonform employment

growth from 1975 to 1980 will be included as a variable as a
measure of opportunity.

These variables will be examined by

labor market areas in the proposed study.

The conditions of

the local labor market area are especially important in
examining youth labor force participation since these workers
are extremely unlikely to relocate elsewhere for employment
opportunity (Horan and Tolbert,

1984:11) .

Hy.p.p.ths.s.e.s.
The foregoing review of previous work suggests a number
of salient factors associated with youth labor force
participation.

In this section several hypotheses are

formulated which provide the theoretical and empirical case
of the study.

Family Composition.

The first hypothesis deals with the

relationship between the needs of the family and the
propensity of youth to participate in the labor force.
reported earlier, studies of the Great Depression

As

(Angell,

1936; Caran and Ranck, 1938; Komarovsky, 1940; Bakke, 1940a;
1940b; and Elder, 1974) as well as those dealing with the
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life cycle of the family (Rowntree,

1922:88, originally

published in 1901; Rubinow, 1934:34; and Oppenheimer, 1982)
indicate a positive relationship between family economic
pressure and youth employment.
Family economic pressure is measured by the variable
family composition in the proposed study.

Family composition

is a weighted measure of the relative cost of children based
on their ages and the number of children in the family.
Hypothesis 1:
The higher the economic cost based upon
the number and age of children in a household,
the greater the probability that youth will
participate in the labor force.

Family Income.
with youth employment
1974).

Lower family income is also associated
(Bakke, 1935; 1940a; 1940b; and Elder,

The question of the degree to which family income

explains youth employment, especially in comparison with a
composite of family economic circumstances as expressed in
the variable family composition is of interest in the
proposed study.

Sweet (1973:47-48), in studying the

employment of wives, contends that family income is an
inadequate measure of the family's economic need.
Oppenheimer (1982:220-277) also found family income alone to
be a poor predictor of a wife's propensity to work.
Hypothesis 2:
inversely

Youth labor force participation
related to family income.

is
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The Lower White-Collar Squeeze.

Family economic

pressure is measured by the variable family composition in
the proposed study.

Family composition is a weighted measure

of the relative cost of children based on their ages and the
number of children in the family.
According to Oppenheimer (1982:78) life cycle squeezes
experienced by the family are more acute for white-collar
families in general and are especially severe for whitecollar families with lower incomes (lower incomes than high
income blue-collar families).

She refers to this as the

"lower white-collar squeeze."
The results of Oppenheimer's analysis of the employment
of wives supports her contention.

It follows that the same

would apply to the case of a youth's tendency to such
employment.

From a theoretical standpoint, the view that

class status as opposed to economic class is important in
determining employment harks back to Weber

(1947:428),

"The

class status of an officer, a civil servant, and a student as
determined by income may be widely different while their
social status remains the same, because they adhere to the
same mode of life in all relevant respects as a result of
their common education."

It is the "mode of life" that

white-collar families pursue which may be a greater factor in
youth employment than family income.
Hypothesis 3:
Youth from white-collar families,
particularly lower income white-collar families,
are more likely to be in the labor force than
youth from blue-collar families.
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Parental Unemployment.

Families frequently cope with

the unemployment of parents by substituting children's wages
in the family budget

(Komarousky, 1940; Root, 1984; and

Voydanoff, 1983) .
Hypothesis 4:
Youth whose parents are not employed
are more likely to be in the labor force than
youth whose parents are employed.

Unemployment.

Borus

(1984:24) reports that teenage

unemployment rates track general unemployment rates in local
areas.

Zimand (1944:86-87) found a sharp decline in youth

employment from 1930 to 1940 which she attributed to
widespread and general unemployment.
Hypothesis 5:
The lower the unemployment rate of a
labor market area, the more likely are youth to
be in the labor force.

Industrial M i x .

Bowen and Finegan (1969:442-443)

reported that a mix of jobs in the local economy favorable to
youth is an important predictive factor in youth labor force
participation.

Further, Bowen and Finegan (1969:442-443)

reported that agriculture and retailing are two major
industries employing teens in greatest proportions.

The

method utilized by Bowen and Finegan for predicting youth
labor force participation based on industry-mix will be
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employed to test Hypothesis 6.

The industry classification

scheme developed by Browning and Singelmann (1978) will be
used in the proposed study.
Hypothesis 6:
The more favorable the industrial mix
for youth employment in a labor market area, the
more likely are youth to be in the labor force.

Urban/Rural Status.

Because the types of jobs available

in a labor market area differ in rural and urban areas,
differences are expected.

In particular, rural areas offer

more agricultural jobs as opposed to manufacturing and
services (Marshall, 1978/ Thompson, 1965).
Hypothesis 7:
Significant differences exist in
labor force participation depending on the
status of the labor market area.

School Enrollment.

youth
urban

According to Lynd and Lynd (1965:48-

49; originally published in 1937), school enrollment and
youth employment opportunity were inversely related in the
1920s and 1930s.

Ashby (1985:4 92-4 93) draws a similar

conclusion in examining this relationship in the 1930s and
1940s.

Magee (1944:101) also confirmed this finding in her

study of youth employment and school enrollment in the years
1940-1944.
Hypothesis 8:
The school enrollment rate in a labor
market area and youth labor force participation
are inversely related.
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Level of Earninas.

Although higher earnings for youth

might be expected to attract more young people into the labor
market, Bowen and Finegan (1969) found youth earnings and
youth labor force participation to be inversely related.
Hypothesis 9: The higher the average level of youth
earnings in a labor market area, the less likely
are youth to participate in the labor force.

Supply of Youth.

Freeman (1982:119-122) and Bowen and

Finegan (1969:443-445) found that a large supply of teenagers
has an adverse effect on youth labor force participation.
Hypothesis 10: The greater the proportion of youth
16-18 years to the total population working age
population of a labor market area, the less
likely are youth to participate in the labor
force.

C HAPTER
DATA

AND

3

METHODS

Introduction
This chapter discusses the data and methods used in the
study.

The variables are defined and, where appropriate,

their computation is described.

The Data: Labor Market Areas and
P u b l i c - U s e M i c r o d a t a Sample-D
A labor market area is a geographic area delineating
both the place of work and the place of residence of a local
population;

it represents the economy of a local area by

encompassing both the buyers and sellers of labor as
indicated by commuting patterns.

Labor market areas were

derived using 1980 Census by aggregating counties on the
basis of commuting ties.

Counties were paired in a matrix of

place of residence by place of work and the relative strength
of each tie based on two-way commuting patterns was assessed.
The resulting measures were analyzed using a hierarchical
clustering technique.

This resulted in 7 64 commuter zones.

Subsequent clustering of these commuter zones along with some
necessary adjustments for seemingly isolated counties
resulted in 382 labor market areas
forthcoming).

(Killian and Tolbert,

All county and county-equivalents in the fifty

states and the District of Columbia are included.

Each labor

market area has at least 100,000 residents in it.

Using
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labor market areas allows researchers to capture the
diversity of local areas

(Tolbert and Killian, 1987:1-2).

Unlike county-level data which are based on arbitrary
political boundaries, labor market areas more readily allow
assessment of local economic conditions and indicate how
these conditions affect residents' employment experiences
(Tolbert and Killian, 1987:2).

One criticism of the use of

the local labor market area in assessing employment
opportunities has been that workers are free to migrate to
more favorable employment.

This does not appear to be

applicable to youth residing in the parents' home, since
parental relocation for the benefit of a youth's employment
seems unlikely.
The Public-Use Microdata Sample-D (PUMS-D), a unique
data set derived from the 1980 Census, has been organized
into labor market areas.

It consists of household records of

individual residents by labor market area and is a one
percent sample of the U.S. population.

Using this sample

research can be focused on the influence of the local economy
on individuals residing in it (Tolbert and Killian, 1987:2).
The full PUMS-D sample consists of 2.2 million persons.
Additionally, a subsample of half of this group was selected
randomly for more specific questioning on migration.

From

this migration sample, representing one-half of a percent of
the U.S. population, all youth aged 15 to 18 years old and
residing in the household of their parent(s) were selected.
Youth who formed subfamilies (that is, had their own
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offspring living with them) within the household of their
parent(s) were eliminated.

The analysis consists of 51,344

youth and their families.
The 1980 public-use microdata files furnish virtually
all of the detail for individual respondents recorded on
long-form questionnaires in the census.

Use of these files

allows the researcher to manipulate the data as she would if
she had collected the data on families and individual family
members in her own sample survey.

Two more advantages of the

PUMS-D data set are the precision of census data collection
techniques and sample sizes larger than would be feasible in
an individual effort (Census of Population and Housing,
1980) .
In addition to using PUMS-D data, it will be necessary
to incorporate information from the County Statistics File 3
(CO-STAT 3) prepared by the Data User Services Division,
Bureau of the Census.

These data will be the source of

unemployment rates and employment growth for labor market
areas.

Although these data are reported for counties, it is

possible to combine counties into labor market areas since
labor market areas are made up of counties or, in some cases,
consist of one county.

Method

of

Analysis

The analysis consists of a series of logistic regression
models using the dependent variable youth labor force
participation for each individual youth, aged 16 to 18.
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Because the results of thelogistic regression analysis
indicated that important relationships existed between family
and economic characteristics and youth labor force
participation, and because of some widely-noted difficulties
in measuring labor force participation, the initial analysis
was extended.

A second stage of analysis incorporates

additional regression models using three youth employment
outcomes— the percent of family income youth earned, the
extent of their work, and their individual total income.
These are used as dependent variables in a regression
analysis to supplement the information obtained on youth
labor force participation.

The following discussion first

deals with the primary focus of the study, youth labor force
participation as a response to family circumstances
circumscribed by the local economy.

This is followed by a

description of the three alternative dependent variables and
the rationale for their use to supplement the findings on
labor force participation among youth.

Youth Labor Force Participation
Youth labor force participation is a dichotomous
variable consisting of an individual youth being in the labor
force or not being in the labor force.

Because the dependent

or response variable is a discrete outcome,
to employ a logistic regression model.

it is necessary

According to Hosmer

and Lemshow (1989:1), regression methods have become an
integral part of any analysis of data involved with assessing
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the relationship between a dependent or response variable and
one or more independent or explanatory variables.

When the

dependent variable is discrete, logistic regression analysis
has become the standard method of analysis.
The use of dichotomous dependent variable in a
regression analysis is problematic because it violates
certain assumptions made in a linear regression model.

A

general linear model rests on assumptions concerning
linearity and the distribution of error terms.

A logistic

analysis is more appropriate than linear regression, because
a dichotomous dependent variable violates these assumptions
(Agresti,

1990; Agresti and Finlay,

1984; Aldrich and Nelson,
More specifically,

1986; Cleary and Angel,

1984; Hanushek and Jackson,

1977).

in regression analysis the

relationship between the dependent variable and an
independent variable is assumed to be linear.
Agresti and Finlay (1986:15-15),

According to

in logistic regression

analysis the relationship is curvilinear and is usually
described by the formula:
Log

(—
1

Further,

)
- n

=

a+ B X

in logistic regression analysis a binomial

distribution describes the distribution of errors.

This

differs from regression analysis employing interval level
data to measure the dependent variable; in regression
analysis the distribution of the error terms is normally
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distributed or, at least, is assumed to be so (Hosmer and
Lemshow,

1989:7).

Aldrich and Nelson

(1984:48-49)

summarize the

assumptions of the logistic regression model as follows:
(1)

The dependent variable Y is assumed to be binary,
taking on only two possible values.

(In this study,

participation

in the

labor force

equals 1 and non

participation

in the

labor force

equals 0.)

The two

possible outcomes of the dependent variable Y are
also asumed to be mutually exclusive and exhaustive.
(2)

The relationship between the dependent variable, Y,
and an independent variable, X, is nonlinear.

(3)

The observations of the dependent variable Y are
statistically independent of one another.

(4)

There exists no exact or near linear dependencies
among the independent variables.

The

interpretation of the

model rests

the logistic regression coefficients
variables.

on the outcomes

of

of the independent

The logistic regression coefficient associated

with a particular independent variable indicates whether or
not that variable has a significant effect on the log-odds of
the outcome of the dependent variable.

Independent Variables Used in the Study
At an abstract level, the proposed study employs two
types of independent variables, one reflecting family
circumstances and one reflecting conditions of the local
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labor market.

These are family structure and economic

structure.
Family structure incorporates the effect of family
circumstances on the propensity of youth to enter the labor
force.

It is measured in the proposed study by a number of

variables shown in previous research to be factors in youth
employment, or in the evaluation of the family's economic
well-being.

These are:

family income, occupational status

of the household head, parental employment status,

family

composition, and household type.
Economic structure in a labor market area is measured by
specific and quantitative variables in the proposed study to
ascertain the effect of this more general concept.
are:

unemployment rates,

supply of youth,

These

increases in non-farm employment,

school enrollment, urban/rural status, level

of youth earnings, and predicted ratio of youth employment in
a labor market area based on its industrial mix.
Other variables to be included in the analysis as
control variables deal with region, cost of living, or
individual characteristics.

The individual characteristics

are age, gender, race, and school attendance.

These

variables are extraneous to the subject-matter of the study,
but have been shown to influence labor force participation.
According to Kerlinger (1973:310),
"An extraneous variable can be controlled by
building it into the research design as an
attribute variable, thus achieving control and
yielding additional research information about
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the effect of the variable on the dependent
variable and about its possible interaction with
other independent variables."

Additional Dependent Variables
In addition to the logistic regression models using
youth labor force participation as a dependent variable,
three variables related to labor force participation will be
examined in multiple regression models.

These variables are

the percent of family income earned by youth, the total hours
worked by youth in the preceeding year, and the total
earnings of youth.
The purpose of the additional analysis is to supplement
the investigation of youth labor force participation.
information is desirable for several reasons.

This

First, by

examining the percent of family income earned by youth,
information is gained on the extent of the youth's economic
contribution to the family.

Second, by examining a youth's

individual total income and the total amount of time spent
working, information is included on the youth's labor force
activity for the entire year preceding the survey

(labor

force participation by itself does not reflect employment
outcomes as do these additional dependent variables).

Third,

problems in the measurement of labor force participation are
widely acknowledged and supplemental information will aid in
the assessment of the study's findings regarding this
variable.
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A number of researchers have questioned the validity of
the measurement of labor force participation in general and
in particular for youth (Cave, 1985; Hamilton and Claus,
1985; Committee of Youth Employment Programs, 1985; Poterba
and Summers, 1984; Rees and Gray, 1982; Clark and Summers,
1982; Summers,
1979).

1981; Osterman, 1980; and Clark and Summers,

Theoretically, measuring labor force participation

entails ascertaining those who are employed plus those who
wish to be employed but are presently without a job.

In

practical application, discerning the desire for employment
hinges on an individual's ongoing active search for work.
Discouraged job-seekers who have given up the search are not
counted as labor force participants (Uchitelle, 1992).
Further, youth without work are more likely to be excluded
from labor force participation status (and therefore
undercounted), because they usually are enrolled in school.
Youth in school are not readily viewed as unemployed.

In

addition, the significant numbers of youth who move from the
status of "not in the labor force" directly to employment
again underscores the assertion that youth are undercounted
in the labor force (Clark and Summers, 1982) .

Variable Names and Operational Definitions

HHTYPE:

Household type, married couple or female
headed (source: PUMS-D).

All others will be

excluded from the analysis.
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HHLABOR:

Parents' labor force status, employed or not
employed (source:

FAMINCOM:

PUMS-D).

Family income in 1979

(source:

PUMS-D).

Youth's earnings to be subtracted from family
income.
FAMCOMP:

The number of children in the household added
together after a relative economic need score
is assigned to each child based on the child's
age.

The calculation of this variable is

described in the next section.

(Children

attending college were not counted in the
household of their parents by the Census; see
the technical documentation for the Census of
Population and Housing, 1980, Appendix K-5 9.)
CLASS STATUS:

The occupational status of the head of the
household based on census classification but
in a recoded format to reflect occupational
status according to three groups:

white

collar, blue collar, and pink collar (source:
PUMS-D).

The last group, pink collar,

refers

to occupations which are often classified as
white collar, but usually are lower paying and
dominated by women (Sokoloff,
1976).

1980; Howe,

Although occupational status in a two-

parent household could also be based on the
occupation of a working wife, this study
follows the lead of Oppenheimer

(1982) by
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using the status of the head of the household
as defined by the Bureau of the Census.
LABMKTYP:

Labor market areas to be classified into four
types of localities:

nonmetro, rural metro,

medium metro, major metro

(source: PUMS-D).

This classification scheme is from the work of
Tolbert and Killian (1987) .

Nonmetro refers to

all counties in the labor market area that are
nonmetropolitan.

Rural metro denotes that the

population of a labor market area is less than
250,000 and at least one county is metropolitan.
Medium metro denotes that the population of the
labor market area is 250,000 to 1 million and at
least one county is metropolitan.

Major metro

denotes that the population of the labor market
area is greater than 1 million and at least one
county is metropolitan.
REGION:

The four regions, as defined by the U.S. Census,
are Northeast, North Central, South, and West
(source: PUMS-D).

GENDER:

Males

(youth) are coded 0; females

(youth) are

coded 1 (source: PUMS-D).
AGE:

Among youth the following ages are to be
considered:

16, 17, and 18 years of age

(source: PUMS-D).
SCHATTEND:

School attendance of youth.

Youth are

classified as one of the following:

enrolled
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in school or not enrolled in school

(source:

PUMS-D).
RACE :

Youths are to be divided into white, black,
and other (source: PUMS-D).

NONF7580:

Percent change in non-farm employment between
1975 and 1980 for a labor market area

(source:

CO-STAT).
UNEMPRATE:

The rate of unemployment for a labor market
area for the years 1975 through 1980

(source:

CO-STAT).
INDMIX:

Industrial mix of jobs favorable to youth.
The predicted ratio of youth employment in a
labor market area based on the total U.S.
ratio of youth employment to total employment
within each of the 6 industrial sectors
devised by Browning and Singelmann

(1978:493).

These sectors are extractive, transformative,
distributive services, producer services,
social services, and personal services

(source

of data: PUMS-D).
SUPPLYOUTH:

The relative supply of youth in the labor
market area; computed by dividing the number
of youth aged 16 to 18 years old by the total
number of individuals 16 years old and over
(source: PUMS-D).

SCHENROLL:

School enrollment for a labor market area;
defined as the percentage of youth aged 16 to
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18 years old enrolled in school as compared to
total number of such youth in a labor market
area (source: PUMS-D).
EARNINGS:

The level of earnings of youth in a labor
market area based on average hourly pay for
youth in a labor market area (source: PUMS-D).

LABPAR:

Labor force participation as measured by youth
in the civilian population being employed or
actively seeking employment

YHOURS:

(source:

The number of hours worked by youth during the
week preceding the survey (source:

YINCOM:

PUMS-D).

PUMS-D).

Wage or salary income in 197 9 of youth as a
percent of total family income (source: PUMS-D).

YTOTINC:

The total yearly income of youth (source:
PUMS-D).

LMA:

A labor market area, a geographic area
encompassing both the place of work and the
place of residence of a local population; it
represents the economy of a local area by
encompassing both the buyers and sellers of
labor as delineated by commuting patterns.

COL:

Cost of living.

In order to account for

differences in the cost of living in different
labor market areas a variable called gross
rent will be included in the analysis.

Gross

rent consists of contract rent plus the cost
of utilities.

More particularly, gross rent
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for the respondents in a labor market area who
have moved within the preceding year will be
used in order to obtain a measure of current
living costs in a labor market area (source:
PUMS-D).

Computing Family Composition
Based on the relative dollar cost of children by age
formulated by Oppenheimer (1982:174), a child under six years
old receives a score of 1; a child 6-11 years old receives a
score of 1.5; and a child 12-18 years old receives a score of
2.33.

For each family the sum of the children's scores

constitutes a measure of family need.

Sweet (1973:49)

utilized information on the costs of children by age to
construct a variable be called "income adequacy."

The

information was derived from Morgan, David, Cohen, and Brazer
(1962).

These authors adapted the estimates for The

Community Council of Greater New York, Budget Standard
Service, Annual Price Survey and Family Budget Costs,
published in 1959.

Although the dollar amounts differ from

the later estimates used by Oppenheimer, the relative costs
are fairly consistent with Oppenheimer's estimates.

It also

appears that the relative costs of children based on age may
be more useful and convenient because there is no need for
adjustments due to inflation.

Because separate analyses will

be included for female-headed households and two-parent
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households,

it appears to be unnecessary to compute a cost

factor for the parents in the family.

Computing Industrial Mix
The method of computing the industrial mix variable
follows that of Bowen and Finegan

(1969:772-776).

The

classification scheme employed is that devised by Browning
and Singelmann (1978:493).
The predicted ratio of youth employment in each labor
market area is calculated in three steps:
Step 1 :

Calculate the ratio of youth employment to

total employment for the U.S. as a whole within each of the
following industry sectors:

extractive, transformative,

distributive services, producer services, social services,
and personal services.
Step 2 :

For each labor market area, multiply the total

employment in each of the six industry groups by the national
youth employment ratio for that industry group as calculated
in Step 1.
Step 3 :

The six products obtained in Step 2 are summed

and then divided by the total employment in the labor market
area.

The quotient obtained is an employment weighted

average of the national youth employment ratios for the
industries located in the labor market area.
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Summary
The study uses independent variables dealing with the
characteristics of the family as well as the labor market
area in which youth reside.

The family variables are:

family income, parental employment status, the cost of
children in the family, and the occupation of the head of the
household.

The labor market variables are:

industrial mix,

unemployment, job growth, youth labor supply, school
enrollment, the level of youth earnings and urban/rural
status.

The analysis consists of two stages.

First, the

independent variables pertaining to the family and the labor
market area will be included in a series of logistic
regression models using youth labor force participation as
the dependent variable.

The model will be applied to the

full sample and then the sample will be disaggregated in
subgroups for household type and lastly into family income
quartiles.
models.

In all, there will be seven logistic regression

Second, the supplemental analysis consisting of the

same independent variables but using in turn the percent of
family income, total amount of work, and youth total income
as dependent variables in a series of regression models.
After the full sample is analyzed for each supplemental
dependent variable, it is to be disaggregated in the same
manner as the logistic models using youth labor force
participation as the dependent variable.

In Chapter 4 the

results of the foregoing is to be presented and discussed.

CHAPTER

4

RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS REGARDING
YOUTH LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION

Introduction
Discussion of the results of the analysis is presented
in three sections.
presented.

First, a description of the sample is

Then, the distribution and mean scores for the

full sample are described along with those that apply for
portions of the sample which resulted from disaggregating the
full sample into household types and family income quartiles.
Finally, the results of the analysis will be presented.
As mentioned in the preceding chapter, the analysis is
in two stages.

Because the focus of this research is on

answering the question of why youth enter the labor force, a
more detailed treatment of the results dealing with youth
labor force participation as a dependent variable will be
presented first.

The results with respect to each hypothesis

will be described and discussed.

The results of the second

stage of analysis using three employment outcomes closely
related to labor force participation will follow after the
discussion of youth labor force participation.

Description

of

the

Sample

Tables 4.1 and 4.2 report the distribution of youth and
mean scores for the independent variables used in the study
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Table 4.1 Distribution of Youth and Mean Scores for Model Variables by Household Type.

Variables
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Income
<$5,000
5,000-9,999
10,000-14,999
15,000-19,999
20,000-24,999
25,000-29,999
30,000-34,999
35,000-44,999
45,000-54,999
>54,999
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed
Not employed
Married Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
Neither employed
Both employed
Weighted Cost of Children (Mean)
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar
Pink Collar
None
White Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix (Mean)
Unemployment 75-80 (Mean)
Labor Supply (Mean)
Proportion in School (Mean)
Earnings Level (Mean per hour)
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80 (Mean)
Urban/Rural
Nonmetro
Rural metro
Medium metro
Major metro
Geographic Characteristics
Northeast
West
Northcentral
South
Cost of Living (Mean)
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

All Households
(N=51,344)

Household Type
Single Female
Married Couple
(N=9570)
(N=41,974)

6.1%
9.1
11.0
12.7
14.0
12.8
10.3
12.6
5.3
6.0

2.7%
5.2
8.6
125
155
14.7
12.2
15.0
6.4
7.2

21.1%
26.6
22.2
14.0
7.3
4.0
2.2
2.8
N /A ’
N /A 1

11.8%
6.5

N /A
N /A

64,5%
355

31.7
3.7
45
41.8
5.23

38.8%
45
55
51.1
5.22

N /A
N /A
N /A
N /A
5.26

52.0%
95
7.1
31.4

56.2%
5.1
4.0
34.8

33.4%
29.6
20.9
16.2

0.064
7.07%
7.49%
79.7%
3.18
24.3%

0.061
7.05%
7.49%
79.8%
3.18
24.4%

0.061
7.15%
7.47%
79.4%
3.21
24.0%

10.4%
5.9
32.7
51.0

10.7%
6.2
33.2
49.9

9.0%
45
30.7
55.8

22.8%
17.7
26.7
32.8
284.30

22.7%
17.7
27.4
32.2
283.70

23.2%
17.6
23.8
35.4
286.97

48.1%

47.9%

49.2%

36.7%
35.3
28.0

36.8%
35.2
28.0

36.6%
35.7
27.8

13.6%
4.7
81.7
84.5%

9.3%
45
86.3
85.7%

3Z9%
5.7
61.4
79.1%

’The last three income categories were collapsed in the model for female-headed households due to a small number of
observations in these categories.

Table 4.2 Distribution of Youth and Mean Scores for Model Variables by Income Quartiles.
Variables
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed
Not employed
Married Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
Neither employed
Both employed
Weighted Cost of Children (Mean)
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar
Pink Collar
None
White Collar

Lowest
(N=12,840)

2nd Quartile
(N=l 2,832)

3rd Quartile
(N=l2,839)

Highest
(N=l2,833)

27.8%
21.7

13.5%
2.8

4.2%
0.9

1.6%
05

21.3
4.7
10.7
13.8
559

36.8
5.4
4.3
37.2
5.25

33.6
3.1
1.7
565
5.14

35.2
15
1.4
59.8
4.93

53.2%
15.3
19.5
12.0

61.1%
10.3
5.1
235

56.7%
75
2.3
335

37.1%
5.1
1.4
56.4

LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix (Mean)
Unemployment 75-80 (Mean)
Labor Supply (Mean)
Proportion in School (Mean)
Earnings Level (Mean per hour)
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80
(Mean)
Urban/Rural
Nonmetro
Rural metro
Medium metro
Major metro

0.062
7.2%
75%
79.1%
3.17
24.4%

0.061
7.1%
75%
79.6%
3.15
24.3%

0.061
7.0%
75%
80.0%
3.18
24.2%

0.061
7.0%
7.4%
80.2%
3.23
24.5%

13.8%
7.1
34.6
445

12.5%
7.0
35.5
45.0

95%
5.7
32.7
52.1

5.8%
3.8
27.9
625

Geographic Characteristics
Northeast
West
Northcentral
South

21.8%
155
21.4
41.3

22.9%
16.2
26.3
34.7

23.2%
17.9
29.2
29.7

23.2%
21.2
30.0
25.6

Cost of Living (Mean)
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

275.57

278.8

285.44

295.37

47.8%

48.2%

48.4%

48.1%

37.2%
35.5
27.3

37.3%
34.6
28.1

36.7%
35.3
28.0

35.7%
35.9
28.4

27.8%
7.1
65.1
78.3%

13.2%
45
82.3
83.2%

8.2%
3.2
88.6
86.3%

5.1%
2.8
92.1
90.1%
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for the entire sample as well as for the subsamples for
household types and income quartiles.

This descriptive

information reveals some noteworthy differences.
In reviewing Table 4.1 some important differences in
family characteristics between married-couple and female
headed households are evident.

First, the distribution of

family income levels differs a great deal.

About 70 percent

of the households headed by single females have incomes under
$15,000; in comparison, only 17 percent of married-couple
households have incomes less than $15,000.

Among married-

couple households over 70 percent have incomes above $19,999
and over 40 percent have incomes above $29,999; for female
headed households these percentages are 16 percent and 5
percent, respectively.
Married-couple and female-headed households also differ
substantially with respect to parental employment.

Only 5.5

percent of the households composed of married-couple report
that neither parent is employed, but 35.5 percent of
household heads in female-headed households are not employed.
Among married-couple households over 50 percent report that
both parents are employed (See Table 4.1).
The distribution of occupational status of the head of
the household also differs between household types.

About 35

percent of household heads have white-collar occupational
status among the married-couple households; in comparison,
only about 16 percent of the household heads in the female
headed families are in white-collar occupations.

Over half
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of the married-couple households are headed by blue-collar
workers in comparison with a third in female-headed
households (See Table 4.1).
Overall, the two household types apparently reflect
important differences in family characteristics.

On the

other hand, differences between married-couple and female
headed households are slight for the variables reflecting
labor market characteristics as would be expected.
Of the individual characteristics employed in the study,
only race reflects a large difference between household
types.

About one third of the female-headed households are

black; in comparison, just under 10 percent of the marriedcouple households are black.

A smaller, but noteworthy,

difference is that of the percentage of youth attending
school.

In female-headed households, 79.1 percent of youth

are enrolled in school compared to 85.7 percent in marriedcouple households (See Table 4.1).
Table 4.2 indicates the distribution and mean scores for
the family income quartile groups.

The lowest income

quartile is largely made up of female-headed households (49.5
percent) although female-headed households represent only 18
percent of the total sample.

About one third of this lowest

quartile are households without any parental employment.
The lowest income quartile also has the highest average
for the weighted cost of children, a measure to quantify the
economic needs of the family.

In addition, this quartile has

by far the lowest percentage of heads of household who are
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white-collar workers.

Conversely, the uppermost income

quartile has the lowest average weighted cost of children and
the highest proportion of white-collar heads of household.
With respect to the weighted cost of children and the
percentage of white-collar families, the income quartiles
fall in a consistent pattern.

That is, as income rises the

weighted cost of children declines and the proportion of
household heads with white-collar occupational status
increases.
The first, second, and third income quartiles are
dominated by blue-collar families.

In the first quartile,

53.2 percent of the families are headed by a blue-collar
worker; in the second quartile,
quartile, 56.7 percent.

61.1 percent; in the third

Expectedly, well over half of the

white-collar families in the sample were found in the highest
income quartile.
Most of the labor market characteristics differ very
little across income quartiles.

Only rural/urban differences

amount to more than slight variation across the four
quartiles.

The majority of the families in the two upper

income quartiles reside in labor market areas characterized
as major metropolitan.

In contrast, larger proportions of

families in the lower two income quartiles live in labor
market areas classified as nonmetropolitan or rural
metropolitan than do families in the upper two income
quartiles.

The average cost of living is also slightly

higher for families with greater income.
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Individual characteristics such as gender and age differ
only to a very small extent across the models for the income
quartiles.

On the other hand, race and school attendance

indicate some differences.

The proportion of whites rises

from 65.1 percent in the lowest income quartile to 92.1
percent in the highest quartile.

Conversely, the proportion

of black and "other" households diminishes as the income
categories ascend.

Youth

Labor

Force

Participation

In the first stage of analysis, logistic regression
models are applied to youth labor force participation.

The

first model includes all of the cases in the sample in order
to get an overview of the effects of the independent
variables on youth labor force participation.

Next, the

sample is disaggregated into married-couple and female-headed
households to more directly examine the effects of household
structure.

Finally, the sample is disaggregated into income

quartiles to more precisely interpret the effects of the
models while controlling for family income.
The discussion of findings which follows is organized
according to the hypotheses presented earlier.

Each

hypothesis is evaluated individually and discussed in light
of the model outcomes.

Additionally, to provide an overview,

the results regarding the hypotheses are summarized in Table
4.3.
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Table 4.3 Results of Analysis Regarding Hypotheses For All Households, Married-Couple Households,
Female-Headed Households, and Income Quartiles.
Hypotheses

HOUSEHOLDS
All

Income Income Income Income
Married- Female- Quartile Quartile Quartile Quartile
I
II
III
IV
Couple Headed

V

Hypothesis 1: The higher the
economic cost based upon the number
and age of children in a household,
the greater the probability that youth
will participate in the labor force.
Hypothesis 2: Youth labor force
participation is inversely related
to family income.
Hypothesis 3: Youth from whitecollar families, particularly lower
income white-collar families, are more
likely to be in the labor force than
youth from blue-collar families.

4

V

■4

V

4

V

4

V

N/A*

N/A*

N/A*

N/A*

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

Hypothesis 4: Youth whose parents
are not employed are more likely to be
in the labor force than youth whose
parents are employed.
Hypothesis 5: The lower the
unemployment rate of a labor market
area, the more likely are youth to be
in the labor force.

V

Hypothesis 6: The more favorable
the industrial mix for youth employ
ment in a labor force market area, the
more likely are youth to be in the
labor force.
Hypothesis 7: Significant differences
exist in youth labor force participation
depending on the urban/rural status
of a labor market area.
Hypothesis 8: The school enrollment
rate in a labor market area and youth
labor force participation are inversly
related.
Hypothesis 9: The higher the average
level of youth earnings in a labor
market area, the less likely are youth
to participate in the labor force.
Hypothesis 10: The greater the pro
portion of youth 16-18 years to the
total working age population of a
labor market area, the less likely are
youth to participate in the labor force.

V

‘Percentage of youth in the labor force by income quartile is as follows: first quartile, 36%; second
quartile, 43%; third quartile, 47%; fourth quartile, 48%.
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Ten hypotheses were formulated in the study.

The first

four hypotheses dealt specifically with effects of family
characteristics on the log-odds of youth labor force
participation.

The remaining six hypotheses were concerned

with labor market characteristics and youth labor force
participation in varying family circumstances.

Hypothesis 1 .
The higher the economic cost based upon
the number and age of children in a household, the
greater the probability that youth will participate in
the labor force.
Full Model and by Household Type.

The results of the

analyses for the full model and the two household types,
married-couple and female-headed, do not support this
hypothesis.

In these models the variable measuring this

effect, "weighted cost of children," does not have a
significant effect on the log-odds of youth labor force
participation (See Table 4.4).
Income Quartiles.

Disaggregating the sample by income

quartiles apparently reveals variation masked in the full
sample and the models for household types.

The results of

the analyses for the income quartiles suggest limited support
for the first hypothesis.
of family composition,

The variable measuring the effect

"weighted cost of children," has a

significant and positive impact on the log-odds of youth
labor force participation in the highest income quartile (See
Table 4.5).

This finding appears to be consistent with
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Table 4.4 Logistic Regression Coefficients for Youth Labor Force Participation in all Households and by
Household Type.

Variables
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Income
<$5,000
5,000-9,999
10,000-14,999
15,000-19,999
20,000-24,999
25,000-29,999
30,000-34,999
35,000-44,999
45,000-54,999
>54,999
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed
Not employed
M arried Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
N either employed
Both employed
W eighted Cost of Children
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar
Pink Collar
None
White Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unemployment 75-80
Labor Supply
Proportion in School
Earnings Level
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80
U rban/R ural
Nonmetro
Rural m etro
Medium m etro
Major metro
Geographic Characteristics
Northeast
West
Northcentral
South
Cost of Living
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
W hite
In school (1 = yes)

All Households
(N=51,344)

Household Type
M arried Couple
Single Female
(N=9,370)
(N=41,974)

-0.347***
-0.126*
-0.091

-0.318***
-0.125”
-0.045

-0.282—
-0.115
0.031

~ —

—

N /A
N /A

0.148***
-0.145*

0.096
0.006
-0.092
0.120
N /A '
N /A '
—

-0.236***

-0.306***
-0.133*
-0.386***

-0.306***
-0.123*
-0.372***
—

—

0.163***
0.166***
0.219***
0.233***
0.164**
-0.030

0.152*”
0.150***
0.199***
0.222***
0.158**
-0.045

N /A
N /A
N /A
N /A
0.006

—

0.006

0.006
-0.145***
-0.033
-0.374***

—

—

—

-11.422***
-4.623***
-5.297***
0.860***
0.002
1.092***

-9.724**
-4.740***
-5.122***
0.793***
0.004
1.050***

-0.126***
-0.149***

-0.139—
-0.169—

-0.057*

-0.046
-0.021
-0.093

-0.050
0.016
0.094*
0.300***

-0.025
0.066
0.286***
—

-18.473**
-4.163*
-6.546*
1.330*
-0.007
1.275***

—

—

—

-0.132
-0.034
-0.413***

-0.149***
-0.043
-0.331***

_

-0.215*
-0.078
0.230**
—

0.002

0.001**

0.001*

-0.182***

-0.165—

-0.256—

-1.168***
-0.493***

-1.188***
-0.476—

-1.051—
-0.551—

—

—

-0.738***
-0.585—

-0.786***
-0.569***
—

—

—

-0.980***

-0.870—
-0.508—
—

-1.070***

-0.714***

'The last three income categories were collapsed in the model for female-headed households due to a small number of
observations in these categories.
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Tabic 4.5 Logistic Regression Coefficients for Youth Labor Force Participation by Income Q uartiles.
Variables
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed
Not employed
M arried Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
N either employed
Both employed
W eighted Cost of Children
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar
Pink Collar
None
W hite Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unemployment 75-80
Labor Supply
Proportion in School
Earnings Level (per hour)
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80
U rban/R ural
Nonmetro
Rural m etro
M edium metro
Major metro

Lowest
(N=12,840)

2nd Q uartile
(N =l2,832)

3rd Q uartile
(N =l2,839)

Highest
(N =12,833)

0.138*
-0.173*

0.155*
-0.318*

-0.021
-0.343

-0.012
-0.104

-0.342***
-0.246"
-0.399***

-0.343***
0.012
-0.390***

-0.259***
-0.193
-0.460**

-0.329"*
-0.122
-0.269

—

—

—

—

-0.001

-0.145*
0.008
-0.387***

-0.224***
-0.138
-0.494***
—

-0.173***
-0.002
-0.283

-9.134
-4.271***
-3.920
0.814*
0.010
0.948***

-14.122*
-5.620***
-6.013*
1.299**
0.082
1.361***

-8.834
-4.101"
-9.309"*
0542
-0.054
0.707**

-0.220**
-0.246**

-0.122
-0.301"

—

-14.831**
-4.875***
-2.245
0.851*
-0.044
1.335***
-0.098
-0.036
—

-0.063
-0.069
—

0.015

0.027***

-0.013

—

—

-0.037
-0.013
-0.165
—

—

-0.087

-0.069

-0.066

-0.031

Geographic Characteristics
N ortheast
West
Northcentral
South

-0.085
-0.068
0.236***

0.026
0.092
0.254***

0.052
0.149*
0.307***

-0.108
0.070
0.316***

Cost of Living

0.002**

INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
W hite
In school (1 = yes)

—

—

0.001

—

0.001

—

0.001

-0.319***

-0.212***

-0.130***

-0.084*

-1.101***
-0.502***

-1.215***
-0.544***

-1.210***
-0.490***

-1.129"*
-0.431"*

—

-0.825***
-0.456***
—

-0.831***

—

-0.757***
-0.651***
—

-1.014***

—

-0.719***
-0.696"*
—

-1.036"*

—

-0.802"*
-0.558"*
—

-1.192"*
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Oppenheimer's notion of economic squeezes due to the family
life cycles as well as Sweet's idea of income adequacy.

Both

researchers have advanced the argument that information on
family income by itself falls short of an accurate assessment
of the family's economic well-being.

Rather, each argues

that an adequate assessment of the needs of a family must be
based on its own characteristics.

More specifically, each

has highlighted in their own research the varying cost of
children based on the age of the children.

H ypothesis 2 .
Youth labor force participation
inversely related to family income.
Full Model and bv Household Type.

is

The findings of the

analysis for all households indicate that although family
income is significant at most income levels, the relationship
between household income and youth labor force participation
is not one in which lower family income leads to a greater
propensity for youth to participate in the labor force
Table 4.4).
category,

(See

As indicated by comparisons to the fourth income

the missing or reference category,

the two lowest

income categories yield negative and significant results.

In

the third to lowest category the direction of the
relationship is negative, but not statistically significant.
The results of the remaining income categories, with the
exception of the highest, reveal positive and significant
coefficients.
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In sum, the results of the analysis of the full sample
indicate that the log-odds of youth labor force participation
are significantly reduced for households in the lowest income
categories.

At mid- and upper-levels of family income, with

the exception of the uppermost income level, the log-odds of
youth labor force participation are increased.

This suggests

that greater family income leads to greater youth labor force
participation.
The results of the separate models for married-couple
and female-headed households indicate that household
structure mediates the effect of family income on youth labor
force participation.

Family income generally affects youth

labor force participation in married-couple households, but
not in female-headed households.

The relationship of family

income to youth labor force participation in the analysis of
married-couple households is negative and significant for the
two lowest income categories in comparison to the fourth
income category, the reference category.

For the middle and

upper levels of income, with the exception of the uppermost
income category, the relationship between family income and
youth labor force participation is significant and positive.
Thus, the results for youth in married-couple households do
not support the second hypothesis, but rather portray
increased youth labor force participation as family income
rises.
With respect to female-headed households, only one of
the coefficients for family income is statistically
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significant.

Similar to the findings for married-couple

households, the log-odds of youth from households in the
lowest income category decrease at a significant level.
Beyond this similarity, the results for female-headed
households differ substantially from those of the model for
married-couple households.

It appears that family income

does not affect the log-odds of labor force participation for
youth who reside in female-headed households as it does for
youth in married-couple households.
Income Quartiles.

In the models for the four income

quartiles, there is, of course, no variable for income since
income is the basis of the disaggregation of the full sample.
However, it is interesting to note that a simple calculation
of the percentage of youth in the labor force by income
quartile reveals that youth are in the labor force as
follows:

(1) 36 percent in the lowest income quartile;

43 percent in the second income quartile;

(2)

(3) 47 percent in

the third income quartile; and (4) 48 percent in the highest
income quartile.

These percentages add further evidence, in

addition to the models presented in Table 4.4, that the
hypothesized inverse relationship between family income and
youth labor force participation is not supported.

Rather, it

appears that higher percentages of youth are in the labor
force at higher levels of family income.
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H ypothesis 3 .
Youth from white-collar families,
particularly lower income white-collar families, are
more likely to be in the labor force than youth from
blue-collar
families.
Full Model and by Household Type.

The results of the

analysis for the full sample confirm the expected
relationship between family class status and youth labor
force participation (See Table 4.4).

Residing in a family

with a household head with blue-collar occupational status
decreases significantly the log-odds of youth labor force
participation in comparison with the missing or reference
category, that is, youth in families with a white-collar
household head.
The model includes two more occupational categories.
Pink collar is used in order to more sharply delineate the
occupational classification of the household heads.

A

category denoted "none" is included to classify household
heads which were not assigned any occupational status by the
Bureau of the Census.

Information on occupational status was

not tabulated for persons who were not in the labor force at
the time of data collection and who had not worked since 1975
(Census of the Population and Housing, 1980:

Appendix K:30).

Findings for the analysis of married-couple households
indicate that residing in a blue-collar family significantly
decreases the log-odds of youth labor force participation in
comparison to residing in a white-collar family (See Table
4.4).

The findings of the model for married couples support
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the third hypothesis.

In contrast, the analysis of female

headed families fails to indicate such a relationship.
Apparently, the structure of the household is a mediating
influence on the relationship of the occupational status of
the household head to youth labor force participation.
Income Quartiles.

The results of the analyses of the

four models for the income quartiles are particularly
interesting with regard to this hypothesis (See Table 4.5).
The results for the lower three income quartiles support the
prediction that youth from families with a household head
having white-collar occupational status are more likely to be
in the labor force.

In the models for the these three

quartiles the log-odds of youth labor force participation
decrease significantly for youth residing in families with a
blue-collar head of household.

However, in the highest

income quartile there are no significant relationships
between occupational status of the household head and the
log-odds of youth labor force participation.

It appears that

effects found in the lower income quartiles disappear with
higher income, that is, in the uppermost quartile.

This is

consistent with Oppenheimer's notion that white-collar
occupational status of the household head combined with lower
income creates an economic squeeze for the family.
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Hypothesis 4 .
Youth whose parents
are more likely to be in the labor
whose parents are employed.
Full Model and by Household Type.

are not employed
force than youth
The analysis of the

full sample demonstrates that parental employment status has
a significant effect on the log-odds of youth labor force
participation, but the relationship is not in the predicted
direction of the fourth hypothesis (See Table 4 .4 ).

The

missing or reference category is "both parents employed."

In

the full model all other categories save one are negative and
significant in comparison to youth in families with both
parents employed.

Residing in a family headed by an employed

single female head increases significantly the log-odds of
youth labor force participation in comparison to the
reference category.

Apparently, parental labor force

participation increases the log-odds of youth labor force
participation.
The separate analyses by household type yield results
consistent with those for the full model with respect to
Hypothesis 4 (See Table 4.4).

The analysis of the married-

couple households demonstrates that residing in families with
only the husband or the wife employed, or neither parent
employed, significantly decreases the log-odds of youth labor
force participation in comparison to the reference category,
both parents employed.

It appears from the results that

greater parental labor force participation contributes to
youth labor force participation.

84
In the model for female-headed households the missing or
reference category is employed female heads of household.
The log-odds of youth labor force participation decrease
significantly for youth in households headed by females who
are not employed in comparison to those in households with an
employed female head.
In general, youth labor force participation appears to
be tied to parental employment.

In a married-couple

household, both parents being employed positively affects the
log-odds of youth labor force participation; and in a female
headed household an employed mother positively affects the
log-odds of youth labor force participation.
Income Quartiles.

The results of the analysis for the

four income quartiles do not support the fourth hypothesis;
that is, having a parent without employment does not result
in greater propensity for youth to participate in the labor
force.

However, disaggregating the sample into family income

quartiles yields results which indicate some important
differences in the effects of parental employment across the
four income quartile models

(See Table 4.5).

Youth in the

highest income quartile appear to be least affected by
parental employment status; only one logistic regression
coefficient was significant.

In this quartile the log-odds

of youth labor participation decrease for youth in families
with the husband only employed in comparison to having both
parents employed, the reference category; coefficients for
all other possible parental statuses are not significant.
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In the third income quartile, the results indicate that
residing in a household in which the husband only is employed
or neither parent is employed decreases the log-odds of youth
participating in the labor force.

No other coefficients for

parental employment status are significant in the third
income quartile.
A review of the findings for households in the lower two
income quartiles reveals a considerably greater relationship
between parental employment status and youth labor force
participation than found in the higher two income quartiles.
This may indicate a joint effect of family income and
parental employment status.

For example, in the lower income

quartiles the coefficients for the two possible employment
statuses, employed and not employed, of a single female head
of household are significant, but in the higher income
quartiles none of the coefficients for the employment
statuses of a single female head of household are
significant.
In the lowest income quartile, the coefficients for all
parental employment statuses except employed single female
display significant decrease in the log-odds of youth labor
force participation in comparison to the reference category,
both parents employed.

Residing in a female-headed household

with an employed head significantly increases the log-odds of
youth labor force participation.
In the second income quartile, residing in a female
headed household with an employed head significantly
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increases the log-odds of youth labor force participation in
comparison to the reference category, both parents employed.
Residing in a female-headed household with a household head
who is not employed significantly decreases the log-odds of
youth labor force participation.

In married-couple

households, having the husband only employed or neither
parent employed decreases significantly the log-odds of youth
labor force participation.

The coefficient for households in

which the wife only was employed is not significant.
In sum, the findings of the models for the income
quartiles indicate, in general, a good deal more sensitivity
to the employment status of the parent or parents in those
households with family incomes below the median.

More

particularly, in the case of employed and not employed female
heads of household, all the coefficients are significant in
the lower two quartiles and none are significant in the upper
two quartiles.

Hypothesis 5 .
The lower the unemployment rate of a
labor market area, the more likely are youth to be in
the labor force.
Full-Model and bv Household Type.

The results of the

analysis of the full sample appear to support the hypothesis
that a lower unemployment rate is associated with greater
youth labor force participation.

The log-odds of youth labor

force participation are significantly decreased in labor
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market areas which have experienced higher unemployment rates
(See Table 4.4).
Turning to the separate analyses for married-couple and
female-headed households, the results of each model support
the hypothesis.

The analysis of married-couple households

strongly supports the fifth hypothesis.

The results of the

model for female-headed households also support the
hypothesis and indicate a significant decrease in the logodds of youth labor force participation as the unemployment
rate increases.

However, this negative effect is not as

strong as that indicated in the results of the analysis for
married-couple households.

It appears that, although this

labor market characteristic is important to youth labor force
participation in both types of households, it is less
important for youth residing in female-headed households.
Income Quartiles.

Findings from the models by income

quartiles are consistent with models by household type and
support the fifth hypothesis.

The coefficients for all the

quartiles are highly significant

(See Table 4.5).

Employment Growth. An additional measure was included
to supplement information on unemployment rates in labor
market areas.

This was the growth of nonfarm employment from

1975 to 1980.

This variable consistently performs very well

across all the models in the analysis.

The relationship

between the growth of nonfarm employment between 1975 and
1980, and youth labor force participation is positive and
significant in all seven models used in the analysis.
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Hypoth e s i s
industrial
employment

6.
mix
are

Youth in labor market areas with an
of jobs more favorable to youth
more likely to be in the labor force.

Full Model and by Household T y p e .

The variable which

measures the extent to which the industrial mix of jobs is
favorable for youth is the predicted ratio of youth
employment in a labor market area

(See Table 4.4).

The

results for the full sample do not support the sixth
hypothesis which predicts that a favorable industrial mix
will increase youth labor force participation.

The logistic

regression coefficient for the variable industrial mix is
significant but negative in direction.

That is, the results

indicate that an industrial mix of jobs favorable to youth in
a labor market area decrease the log-odds of youth labor
force participation.
The results of the analysis for married-couple
households with regard to industrial mix are significant, but
also negative in the direction of the effects.
does not support the sixth hypothesis.

This also

Similarly, the

results for female-headed households indicate a significant
but negative effect for industrial mix.
Income Quartiles.

The sixth hypothesis is not supported

by the outcomes of the four income quartiles

(See Table 4.5).

As was found when disaggregating by household type, the
coefficients are negative instead of in the predicted
positive direction.

Further,

in the first and third income

quartiles the coefficients are negative and significant.

In
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the two remaining quartiles the coefficients are not
significant.
In general, the foregoing results may be consistent with
recent findings regarding the influence of industrial mix on
overall employment.

Kasarda and Irwin (1991:734) report in

an analysis of 3,101 American cities, "Many localities with
unfavorable industrial mixes exhibit marked employment growth
during national recessions, whereas other localities with
favorable industrial mixes experience considerable employment
decline even

during periods of national economic

prosperity."

It is possible that other economic effects

unique to individual labor markets negate in some instances
the effects of national economic trends and industrial
composition, according to the researchers.

Hypothesis 7 .
Significant differences exist in youth
labor force participation depending on the urban/rural
status of a labor market area.
Full ■Model and by Household Type.

Urban status is

measured by four possible categories of labor market areas:
nonmetropolitan, rural metropolitan, medium metropolitan, and
major metropolitan with medium metropolitan used as the
missing or reference category in the analysis.

The outcome

of the model for the full sample indicates that the
urban/rural status of a labor market area significantly
affects youth labor force participation (See Table 4.4).
comparison to the reference category, medium metropolitan,

In
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the other three possible types (nonmetropolitan, rural
metropolitan, and major metropolitan) decrease the log-odds
of youth labor force participation.

The coefficients for

nonmetropolitan, rural metropolitan, and major metropolitan
statuses are negative and significant.
The analysis for married-couple households indicates
that the log-odds of youth labor force participation decrease
significantly in labor market areas which are nonmetropolitan
or rural metropolitan in comparison to those which are medium
metropolitan.

In contrast, in the analysis for female-headed

households no significant effects are evident with respect to
urban status, though the directions of the coefficients were
the same as those for the married-couple households.
It is interesting to note the absence of effects for
urban/rural status in the model for female-headed households
when such effects are present in the model for married-couple
households.

It seems that household structure mediates the

effect of the urban/rural status on youth labor force
participation.
Income Quartiles.

The seventh hypothesis is supported

in the two highest income quartiles (See Table 4.5) .

In the

third quartile, nonmetropolitan status and rural metropolitan
status significantly decrease the log-odds of youth labor
force participation in comparison to the reference category,
medium metropolitan status; no significant effect is
indicated for major metropolitan status.

In the fourth

income quartile, rural metropolitan status decreases

91
significantly the log-odds of youth labor force
participation; no significant effects are found for
nonmetropolitan status or major metropolitan status.
In the lower two income quartiles the results do not
indicate significant effects regarding urban status and youth
labor force participation.

The outcomes of the models of

these quartiles do not support the seventh hypothesis, but
more importantly the results may indicate important
differences between income groups regarding the
responsiveness of youth labor force participation to labor
market characteristics.
In sum, it appears from the findings of the models for
the income quartiles that youth in families with incomes
above median family income are affected by a labor market
characteristic such as urban/rural status, but youth in
families below the median in income are n o t .

The income

level of the family appears to mediate the effect of the
urban/rural status of a labor market area on the propensity
of youth to enter the labor force.

Hypothesis 8 .
The school enrollment rate in a labor
market area and youth labor force participation are
inversely
related.
Full Model and by Household Type.

The outcome of the

model for the full sample does not support the hypothesis
that a lower school enrollment rate is associated with
greater youth labor force participation.

In fact, the
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coefficient suggests that higher rates of enrollment are
positively associated with youth labor force participation
(See Table 4.4).

This positive effect is also found in the

models for married-couple households and female-headed
households.
Income Ouartiles.

Consistent with the outcomes of the

models by household type the models for the four income
quartiles do not support this hypothesis

(See Table 4.5).

In

the first, second, and third income quartiles, the
coefficients are positive and significant.

In the highest

income quartile the coefficient for school enrollment is not
significant, though the direction of the relationship is
positive.

H ypothesis
9.
The higher the average level o£ youth
earnings in a labor market area, the less likely are
youth to participate in the labor force.
Full Model

and by Household type.

The results of the

analysis for the complete sample do not support the
hypothesis that higher average earnings for youth are
associated with less youth labor force participation.
coefficient is positive, but not significant
Turning to
the results are

The

(See Table 4.4).

the analysis for married-couple households
not significant; the direction of the

coefficient is positive.

In the results for female-headed

households the direction of the relationship is negative, but
is not significant.
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Income Quartiles.

As is the case for the models by

household type, the results of the analyses for the four
models do not support this hypothesis.

None of the

coefficients for level of earnings are significant in the
models for the income quartiles

(See Table 4.5).

H ypothesis 1 0 .
The greater the proportion of youth
16-18 years to the total working age population of a
labor market area, the less likely are y o u t h . to
participate in the labor force.
Full Model and by Household type.

The results of the

model for the full sample support the hypothesis that a
greater supply of youth is associated with less youth labor
force participation

(See Table 4.4).

The log-odds of youth

labor force participation decrease significantly as the
supply of youth increases relative to the total population.
In the analysis of married-couple households, the
hypothesis regarding the effect of youth labor supply is
supported.

The logistic regression coefficient is

significant and in the predicted direction.

The model for

female-headed households also supports the hypothesis; the
coefficient is negative and significant.
Income Quartiles.

As is the case for the full sample

and the models by household type, the outcomes of the models
for the two highest quartiles lend support to the hypothesis
(See Table 4.5).

The coefficients for the supply of youth

are negative and significant in these quartiles.
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In the two lowest income quartiles, the coefficients for
supply of youth are also negative, but neither is
significant.

The results of the analyses for these income

quartiles do not support the hypothesis, but, as noted for
other variables, these results may indicate important
differences between youth labor force participation in
different income groups.
In sum, it appears from the results of the models for
income quartiles that youth from families in the two upper
income quartiles respond to the supply of youth labor in
labor markets, while youth in the lower two quartiles of
household income do not.

Apparently, the relative economic

position of the family in which a youth resides is an
important mediator in determining the influence of youth
labor supply on youth labor force participation.

Individual Characteristics. Regional
Differences, and Cost of Living
Individual characteristics not of central importance to
the study, but shown in previous research to be an influence
on youth labor force participation, were included as control
variables.

In general, the findings for the individual

characteristics persist across all the models in the analysis
(See Tables 4.4 and 4.5).
The individual characteristics are age, gender, race,
and school attendance.

In the full sample, the outcome of

the model indicates that variables for the individual
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characteristics are significant.

Being female decreases the

log-odds of youth labor force participation.

Regarding the

effect of age, as would be expected, the log-odds of older
youth (18 years old) participation in the labor force are
significantly greater than for youth 16 or 17 years old.
Being black or in the race category "other" decreases
significantly the log-odds of youth labor force participation
in comparison to being white, the missing or reference
category.

Lastly, the results of the full model indicate

that being enrolled in school decreases significantly the
log-odds of youth labor force participation.

In the models

for married-couple and female-headed households, as well as
for the four income quartiles, the directions and
significance of the coefficients for individual
characteristics are the same as those of the full model.
Geographic regions are divided into Northeast, West,
Northcentral, and South.

The South is the missing or

reference category in the analysis.

In the analysis of the

complete sample the results indicate that residing in the
Northcentral region increases the log-odds of youth labor
force participation significantly in comparison to the South.
While neither is significant, the coefficient for the
Northeast is negative and the coefficient for the West is
positive.
In the model for married-couple households, the results
indicate that residing in the Northcentral region increases
significantly the log-odds of youth labor force participation
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in comparison to the reference category, the South; residing
in the West increases significantly the log-odds of youth
labor force participation in comparison to the South.

The

coefficient for Northeast is positive, but not significant.
The outcome of the model for female-headed households
indicates significant effects for residing in the Northeast
and the Northcentral regions.

Residing in the Northeast

region decreases the log-odds of youth labor force
participation in comparison to the reference category, the
South; residing in the Northcentral region increases the logodds of youth labor force participation.

Unlike the model

for married-couple households, the coefficient for the West
is negative, but not significant.
In the four models for the income quartiles, the results
regarding region are nearly uniform among the quartiles.
Irregardless of income category, residence in the
Northcentral region increases significantly the log-odds of
youth labor force participation in comparison to the South.
No other coefficients for region are significant in the
quartiles except one.

In the third quartile residing in the

West increases significantly youth labor force participation
in comparison to the South.
Cost of living, as indicated by gross rent, is a
contextual characteristic included in the analysis.

The

results of the model for the full sample indicate that the
cost of living is positively and significantly related to
youth labor force participation.

In the analysis dealing
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with married-couple households, the coefficient for the cost
of living is positive and significant.

In the model for

female-headed households the coefficient is positive, but not
significant.
In the four models for the income quartiles, the
coefficients for cost of living are not significant for the
second, third, and fourth income quartiles.

However, the

results indicate that the cost of living has a positive and
significant effect on the log-odds of youth labor force
participation in the lowest income quartile.

An Analysis of Three Additional Outcomes
Related to Youth Labor Force Participation
Youth labor force participation has been treated in the
study as part of the family's economic coping strategy in the
structural context of the local labor market area.

Because

of the interest in the role youth play in the household
economic strategy, an evaluation of the economic contribution
of youth to the family is undertaken in this section.

This

is accomplished by analyzing the percent of family income
earned by youth, as well as the total hours worked in the
preceding year and the total earned income of youth.

These

three additional measures are intended to extend the analysis
and to supplement and expand the foregoing information
obtained regarding the hypothesized relationships of family
as well as labor market area characteristics to youth labor
force participation.

Fortunately, the data used in this
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study affords the opportunity to assess three additional
variables closely related to labor force participation.
The PUMS-D data contains detailed information which
allows for distinguishing between earned income and other
types of income for each individual as well as information on
the number of weeks and hours of work.

From this information

it is possible to calculate the percent of family income
earned by youth, the estimated total number of hours worked
by youth in the year preceding the survey, and the total
income earned by youth.
The three additional variables analyzed are continuous
so a multiple regression analysis is used with each in turn
being treated as a dependent variable.

Once again, the full

sample is analyzed and then disaggregated into household
types and, lastly, into income quartiles.

The results of the

analysis of each additional variable are summarized in Tables
4.6 through 4.11.

It should be noted that only youth

reporting earned income and hours of work are included in the
analysis.
Appendix A.

The models using the entire sample are reported in
In the following sections only those findings

which contribute to a fuller understanding of the ten
hypotheses regarding youth labor force participation will be
discussed.
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Table 4.6 Unstandardized (and Standardized) Regression Coefficients for Percent of Family Income Earned
by Youth for Youth Reporting Earned Income and Hours of Work in all Households and by
Household Types.1

Variables
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Income2
<$5,000
5.000-9,999
10.000-14,999

All Households
<N=27,164)

Household Type
Single Female
Married Couple
(N=4,475)
(N=22,689)

0.316***
(0.421)
0.075***
(0.137)
0.029***
(0.062)

0.363***
(0.338)
0.077***
(0 .112)
0.027***
(0.053)

-0.016***
(-0.039)
0.029***
(-0.070)
-0.036***
(-0.082)
-0.045***

-0.014***
(-0.039)
-0.028***
(-0.077)
-0.035***
(-0.091)
-0.043***
(-0.126)
-0.053***
(-0.108)
-0.060***
(-0.129)

0.284***
(0.170)
0.070***
(0.170)
0.029***
(0.070)

15.000-19,999
20.000-24,999
25.000-29,999
30.000-34,999
35.000-44,999

(-0.112)

45.000-54,999
>54,999

-0.055***
(-0.095)
-0.062***
(-0 .012)

Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed
Not employed
Married Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
Neither employed

-0.003
(-0.006)
-0.023***
(-0.033)
-

0.001

Pink Collar
None

N/A>

N/A

-

0. 020* *

(-0.050)
0.001

-

N /A

(-0.002)

(-0.003)

-0.003
(-0.004)
-0.003
(-0.004)

0.002

N /A

(-0.003)
-0.005
(-0.007)

N /A

-

N /A
0.000

-

(-0 .001)

Occupation of Head
Blue Collar

N/AJ

N/A

Both employed
Weighted Cost of Children

-0 .020*

(-0.033)
-0.032**
(-0.037)
-0.036**
(-0.033)
-0.050***
(-0.051)

0.001

-

0.000
(-0.003)
-

0.000

-

0.000
(0.003)
-

0.001

(-0.003)

(- 0.002)

(-0.003)

0.002

-0.003
(-0.004)
-0.005
(-0.006)

(-0.003)
0.019*
(-0.037)

-

(-0.004)
0.003
(0.005)

-

0.001

White Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unemployment 75-80
Labor Supply

0.024

-0.000

(0 .001)

(- 0.000)

-0.043
(-0.005)
-0.270**
(-0.016)

-0.037
(-0.005)
-0.371***
(-0.023)

0.425
(0 .011)
-0.028
(-0.003)
0.294
(0.014)
(Continued)
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Table 4.6 (Continued)

Variables

Proportion in School
Eamings Level
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80
Urban/Rural
Nonmetro
Rural metro
Medium metro
Major metro
Geographic Characteristics
Northeast
West
Northcentral
South
Cost of Living
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

All Households
(N=27,164)

Household Type
Single Female
Married Couple
(N=22,689)
(N=4,475)

-0.025
(-0.009)
0.011***
(0.035)
0.021*
(0.019)

-0.023
(-0.009)
0.009***
(0.032)
0.016
(0.015)

-0.037
(-0.011)
0.022***
(0.052)
0.054*
(0.040)

-0.001
(-0.003)
-0.004
(-0.006)
—
-0.001
(-0.004)

-0.004
(-0.010)
-0.005
(-0.009)
—
-0.002
(-0.007)

0.014
(0.023)
0.011
(0.013)
—
0.004
(0.010)

-0.008**
(-0.023)
-0.013***
(-0.036)
-0.000
(0.001)
—
0.000*
(0.020)

-0.008**
(-0.025)
-0.009**
(-0.027)
-0.001
(-0.003)
—
0.000
(0.012)

-0.007
(-0.016)
-0.033***
(-0.075)
0.002
(0.005)
—
0.000*
(0.044)

-0.016***
(-0.055)

-0.015***
(-0.058)

-0.018***
(-0.052)

-0.045***
(-0.137)
-0.024***
(-0.083)
—

-0.040***
(-0.133)
-0.021***
(-0.080)
—

-0.067***
(-0.170)
-0.041***
(-0.112)
—

-0.015***
(-0.030)
-0.002
(-0.002)
—
-0.038***
(-0.105)

-0.011**
(-0.019)
-0.002
(-0.003)
—
-0.037***
(-0.109)

-0.024***
(-0.056)
-0.002
(-0.003)
—
-0.041***
(-0.101)

R2= .292

R2= .229

R2= .367

’Families reporting no family income or negative income were excluded from the analysis.
Preliminary examination of the zero-order correlations between household income and the dependent variable
suggests that colinearity is not a problem.
JThe last three income categories were collapsed in the model for female-headed households due to a small number
of observations in these categories.
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Table 4.7 Unstandardized (and Standardized) Regression Coefficients for Youth Total Hours of Work for
_________ Youth Reporting Earned Income and Hours of Work in all Households and by Household Type.1

Variables
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Income
<$5,000
5,000-9,999
10,000-14,999
15,000-19,999
20,000-24,999
25,000-29,999
30,000-34,999
35,000-44,999
45,000-54,999
>54,999
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed
Not employed
Married Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
Neither employed
Both employed
Weighted Cost of Children
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar
Pink Collar
None
White Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unemployment 75-80
Labor Supply

All Households
(N=27,164)

Household Type
Married Couple
Single Female
(N=22,689)
(N=4,475)

2.843
(0.001)
-35.398*
(-0.017)
1.424
(0.001)
—

15.087
(0.003)
-24.057
(-0.009)
3.147
(0.002)
—

-5.368
(-0.003)
-46.057
(-0.036)
-5.942
(-0.005)
—

-7.711
(-0.005)
-14.993
(-0.010)
-5.672
(-0.003)
02.777
(-0.002)
-21.578
(-0.010)
-36.768*
(-0.018)

-1.144
(-0.001)
-12.431
(-0.009)
-2.706
(-0.002)
0.161
(0.000)
-20.146
(-0.010)
-30.386*
(-0.016)

-54.430
(-0.029)
-19.326
(-0.007)
5.130
(0.002)
62.309
(0.021)
N /A 1

7.384
(0.005)
-46559*
(-0.018)

N /A

-3.109
(-0.003)
-25.378
(-0.009)
-37.163*
(-0.013)
—

-3.761
(-0.003)
-24.804
(-0.009)
-39.092*
(-0.015)
—

N /A

N /A 1

-52.986*
(-0.043)
N /A
N /A
N /A
N /A

4.194***
(-0.024)

5.415***
(0.027)

3.330
(0.016)

48.577***
(0.046)
3.092
(0.002)
16.611
(0.007)
—

48.681***
(0.046)
7.276
(0.003)
2.008
(0.001)
—

30.392
(0.026)
-14.962
(-0.013)
22.989
(0.014)
—

-1446.74
(-0.012)
-812.952***
(-0.026)
-910.070*
(-0.014)

-913.082
(-0.007)
-902.386***
(-0.029)
-1106.96**
(-0.017)

-3812.36
(-0.030)
-378562
(-0.011)
221.274
(0.003)
(Continued)
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Table 4.7 (Continued)

Variables

Proportion in School
Earnings Level
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80
Urban/Rural
Nonmetro
Rural metro
Medium metro
Major metro
Geographic Characteristics
Northeast
West
Northcentral
South
Cost of Living
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

All Households
(N=27,164)

Household Type
Married Couple
Single Female
(N=4,475)
(N=22,689)
-63.950
(-0.006)
-6.620
(-0.005)
348.910” *
(0.082)

-182.990”
(0.018)
-9.639
(-0.008)
171.447” *
(0.041)

-205.967**
(-0.020)
-10.721
(-0.010)
136.444” *
(-0.033)

4.056
(0.002)
3.419
(0.001)
—
-26.754”
(-0.025)

2.629
(0.002)
-5.741
(-0.003)
—
-35.101” *
(-0.033)

11.350
(0.006)
61.841
(0.023)
—
12.991
(0.011)

-28591”
(-0.022)
-39.640” *
(-0.030)
12.231
(0.011)
—
0.188
(0.016)

-30.466”
(-0.024)
-37.252”
(-0.028)
11.371
(0.010)
—
0.234
(0.020)

-22.732
(-0.017)
-60.355*
(-0.044)
17.449
(0.014)
—
0.039
(0.003)

-94.942” *
(-0.089)

-101.448***
(-0.096)

-62.318” *
(-0.057)

-299.481***
(-0.245)
-151.464***
(-0.139)
—

-298.148***
(-0.245)
-144.323***
(-0.134)
—

-305.896***
(-0.248)
-185.272***
(-0.164)
—

-88.895” *
(-0.046)
-24.641
(-0.008)
—
-319.070*”
(-0.237)

-76.136” *
(-0.033)
-6.555
(-0.002)
—
-336.700***
(-0.247)

-110.701***
(-0.083)
-108.455**
(-0.037)
—
-251.763***
(-0.198)

R2= .159

R2= .165

R2= .139

’Families reporting no family income or negative income were excluded from the analysis.
TTie last three income categories were collapsed in the model for female-headed households due to a small number
of observations in these categories.
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Table 4.8 U nstandardized (and Standardized) Regression Coefficients for Youth Total Earned Income for
_________ Youth Reporting Earned Income and H ours of W ork in all H ouseholds and by H ousehold Type.1

Variables
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Income
<$5,000
5,000*9,999
10,000-14,999
15,000-19,999
20,000-24,999
25,000-29,999
30,000-34,999
35,000-44,999
45,000-54,999
>54,999
H ousehold Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed
Not em ployed
M arried Couple Household
H usband only employed
Wife only employed
N either em ployed
Both employed
W eighted Cost of Children
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar
Pink Collar
None
W hite Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unem ploym ent 75-80
Labor Supply

All H ouseholds
(N=27,164)

209.357*
(0.016)
-153.410*
(-0.016)
-26.943
(-0.003)
—

Household Type
Single Female
M arried Couple
(N=4,475)
(N=22,689)

713.226***
(0.034)
-144.159
(-0.011)
-24.438
(-0.002)
—

-139.101
(-0.022)
-234.332*
(-0.044)
-82506
(-0.016)
—

73.677
(0.010)
13.927
(0.002)
68.466
(0.009)
91.345
(0.013)
49.469
(0.005)
-4.139
(0,000)

101.246
(0.015)
34.171
(0.005)
83.673
(0.011)
121.303
(0.018)
66.069
(0.007)
25.069
(0.003)

-55.312
(-0.007)
-24.814
(-0.002)
213.560
(0.015)
127.949
(0.010)
N /A 1

7.700
(0.001)
-253.198**
(-0.021)

N /A
N /A

-253.978*
(-0.049)

-17.123
(-0.003)
82.442
(0.005)
41.243
(0.003)
—

-22.450
(-0.004)
94.510
(0.007)
15.980
(0.001)
—

N /A

0.685
(0.001)

0.204
(0.000)

6.455
(0.007)

84.268*
(0.017)
5.738
(0.001)
-47.445
(-0.004)
—

86.181*
(0.017)
-15.340
(-0.001)
-139.321
(-0.009)
—

80.062
(0.016)
18.520
(0.004)
122.523
(0.018)
—

-7386.99
(-0.013)
-2041.99*
(-0.014)
-1982.78
(-0.007)

-10002.8*
(-0.017)
-25815*
(-0.017)
-2267.12
(-0.007)

5520.303
(0.011)
975.814
(0.007)
1052575
(0.004)

N /A 1

...

N /A
N /A
N /A

(Continued)
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Tabic 4.8 (Continued)

Variables

Proportion in School
Earnings Level
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80
Urban/Rural
Nonmetro
Rural metro
Medium metro
Major metro
Geographic Characteristics
Northeast
West
Northcentral
South
Cost of Living
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

All Households
(N=27,164)

Household Type
Married Couple
Single Female
(N=22,689)
(N=4,475)

-769.272*
(-0.016)
430.198—
(0.081)
711.162—
(0.036)

-791.011*
(-0.016)
435.654***
(0.082)
633.659—
(0.032)

-27.842
(-0.003)
-111.211
(-0.010)

-75.879
(-0.009)
-144.444
(-0.013)

—

-553.077
(-0.012)
375.288—
(0.069)
1135.165**
(0.064)
240.915
(0.030)
105.977
(0.009)
—

—

-86.266*
(-0.017)

-105.817*
(-0.021)

0.481
(0.000)

-94.869
(-0.016)
-138.376*
(-0.022)
90.847*
(0.017)

-122.234*
(-0.020)
-96.645
(-0.015)
90.984
(0.017)

29.963
(0.005)
-363.883**
(-0.064)
87.210
(0.017)

—

—

—

0.777
(0.014)

0.356
(0.006)

2.974*
(0.059)

-406.441***
(-0.082)

-423.688***
(-0.084)

-318.429***
(-0.069)

-1196.06—
(-0.209)
-700.922***
(-0.137)

-1206.57***
(-0.207)
-695.379***
(-0.135)

-1136.66—
(-0.220)
-723.482***
(-0.153)

—

—

-165.267**
(-0.018)
75.633
(0.005)
—

-172.253*
(-0.016)
86.205
(0.006)
—

-1112.32***
(-0.176))
R1= .109

—

-145.347
(-0.026)
10.365
(0.001)
—

-1185.31—
(-0.181)

-828.643***
(-0.156)

RJ = .112

R2= .105

’Families reporting no family income or negative income were excluded from the analysis.
’The last three income categories were collapsed in the model for female-headed households due to a small number
of observations in these categories.
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Table 4.9 Unstandardized (and Standardized) Regression Coefficients for Percent of Family Income
Earned by Youth for Youth Reporting Earned Income and Hours of Work by Income Quartiles.1

(N=27,164)
Income (Quartiles)
Variables

Lowest

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed

0.003
(0.005)
0.049*”
(0.070)

Not employed
Married Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
Neither employed
Both employed

0.001
(0.001)
-0.040*
(-0.031)
0.005
(0.005)
—

Pink Collar
None
White Collar

0.004
(0.022)
-0.001
(-0.006)
-0.001
(-0.003)

0.004**
(0.032)
-0.000
(-0.002)
•0.006
(-0.016)
—

0.007*”
(0.083)
0.005*
(0.027)
0.001
(0.004)

South
Cost of Living

—

-0.587*
(-0.032)
•0.062
(-0.014)
-0.179
(-0.014)
0.014
(0.010)
0.012*”
(0.075)
0.035**
(0.054)

-0.387*
(-0.029)
-0.010*
(-0.029)
-0.258”
(-0.037)
-0.037”
(-0.033)
0.010***
(0.079)
0.016*
(0.037)

0.003
(0.000)
•0.067*
(-0.027)
0.085
(0.015)
-0.015
(-0.017)
0.005***
(0.056)
0.016**
(0.050)

0.000
(0.000)
-0.006
(-0.006)

-0.001
(-0.005)
-0.003
(-0.011)

0.000
(0.002)
-0.007*
(-0.026)

-0.003
(-0.018)
-0.005*
(-0.025)

Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80

Northcentral

—

1.387
(0.023)
0.222
(0.014)
-4.10
(-0.014)
-0.031
(-0.007)
0.019*
(0.035)
0.052
(0.024)

Eamings Level (per hour)

West

—

-0.003” *
(-0.040)
0.011”
(0.031)
0.006
(0.018)
—

-0.028*
(-0.052)
-0.035”
(-0.051)
-0.004
(-0.005)
—

Proportion in School

Geographic Characteristics
Northeast

0.003*
(0.025)
-0.002
(-0.005)
0.005
(0.012)

0.000
(0.018)

Labor Supply

Medium metro
Major metro

-0.001
(-0.007)
0.010*
(0.027)
0.013”
(0.031)

-0.001
(-0.004)
0.015*
(0.022)

0.001*
(0.026)

Unemployment 75-80

Rural metro

0.003
(0.010)
0.010
(0.016)

•0.000
(-0.004)

LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix

Urban/Rural
Nonmetro

0.009**
(0.041)
-0.003
(-0.006)

—

Highest

3rd Quartile

-0.002
(-0.022)

Weighted Cost of Children
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar

2nd Quartile

—

—

—

—

0.005
(0.009)

-0.004
(-0.028)

-0.004*
(-0.037)

-0.001
(-0.018)

-0.038”
(-0.057)
-0.062” *
(-0.087)
-0.018
(-0.028)

-0.008*
(-0.043)
-0.009”
(-0.045)
0.000
(0.002)

-0.002
(-0.017)
-0.001
(-0.004)
0.002
(0.013)

0.001
(0.007)
-0.000
(-0.003)
0.003*
(0.035)

—

—

—

0.000
(0.034)

0.000
(0.013)

-0.000
(-0.007)

—

0.000
(0.007)
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Table 4.9

(Continued).

Income (Quartiles)
Variables
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

Lowest

2nd Quartile

3rd Quartile

Highest

-0.033***
(-0.061)

-0.018***
(-0.116)

-0.012***
(-0.110)

-0.007***
(-0.093)

-0.082***
(-0.132)
-0.049***
(-0.087)

-0.044***
(0.241)
-0.025***
(-0.154)

-0.038***
(-0.288)
-0.020***
(-0.174)
—

-0.025***
(-0.265)
-0.013***
(-0.161)

—

-0.018
(-0.025)
-0.001
(-0.001)
—

-0.055***
(-0.090)
R^.052

—

-0.009**
(-0.033)
0.007
(0.016)
—

-0.044***
(-0.234)
R’=.168

'Families reporting no family income or negative income were excluded.

—

0.000
(0.001)
0.005
0.017

-0.005
(-0.019)
0.001
0.002
—

-0.030***
(-0.205)
R*=.178

—

-0.026***
(-0.212)
RJ=.l68
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Table 4.10 Unstandardized (and Standardized) Regression Coefficients for Youth Total Hours of Work for

Youth Reporting Earned Income and Hours of Work by Income Quartiles.1 (N=27,164)
Income (Quartiles)
Variables

Lowest

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed

Wife only employed
Neither employed
Both employed

5.407
(0.004)
-111.102**
(-0.032)

20.654
(0.008)
52.185
(0.009)

30.341
(0.021)
-86518*
(-0.032)
-100.393**
(-0.050)
—

-25.981
(-00.023)
8.371
(0.003)
16.800
(0.006)

15.404
(0.014)
-20.310
(-0.006)
-17.938
(-0.004)
—

Pink Collar
None
White Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unemployment 75-80
Labor Supply
Proportion in School
Earnings Level (per hour)
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80

4.149
(0.020)

19.440
(0.017)
-15.242
(-0.010)
17.952
(0.011)

39.934**
(0.037)
-6.484
(-0.004)
37.974
(0.014)

-2315.17
(-0.018)
-836.840
(-0.025)
-489.186
(-0.008)
-211.562
(-0.021)
-16.211
(-0.014)
208.743*
(0.046)
5.402
(0.003)
51.360
(0.023)

West
Northcentral
South
Cost of Living

-2932.75
(-0.023)
-1026.35*
(-0.033)
-920.058
(-0.015)
-31.616
(-0.003)
-12.697
(-0.011)
239.546**
(0.054)

-47.689*
(-0.041)
-49.056
(-0.034)
-81.015**
(-0.054)
5.311
(-0.004)
—

—

0599*
(0.048)

Highest

31.465
(0.008)
329.085***
(0.040)
-15.798
(-0.015)
-14.348
(-0.003)
76.415
(0.018)
—

8.436***
(0.042)
32.936**
(0.032)
-13585
(-0.007)
-37.348
(-0.010)
—

-10.953
(-0.007)
-38.352
(-0.018)
—
-26.446
(-0.024)

Rural metro

Geographic Characteristics
Northeast

—

—

Urban/Rural
Nonmetro

Medium metro
Major metro

—

-1.233
(-0.006)

Weighted Cost of Children
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar

3rd Quartile

-11.103
(-0.009)
-63.265*
(-0.043)

Not employed
Married Couple Household
Husband only employed

2nd Quartile

-4016.99*
(-0.033)
-1186.94**
(-0.037)
-2052.76**
(-0.032)
-182.963
(-0.018)
-7.160
(-0.006)
127.087
(0.031)
35.860
(0.020)
7.903
(0.003)

7.844***
(0.039)
73.991***
(0.072)
32.223
(0.014)
-75.639
(-0.017)
—
3378.656*
(0.027)
-398.448
(-0.013)
577.623
(0.008)
-339.220**
(-0.032)
-7.638
(-0.007)
129.559*
(0.034)
-11546
(-0.005)
-11.972
(-0.004)

—

—

-26.042
(-0.025)

-11.382
(-0.011)

-32.660
(-0.025)
-41.386
(-0.029)
5.262
(0.004)

-37.790
(-0.030)
-20.884
(-0.016)
-0.159
(-0.000)

—

—

-2.931
(-0.002)
-36.398
(-0.030)
30.780*
(0.029)
—
0.108
(0.009)

0.057
(0.005)

0.108
(0.009)
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Table 4.10 (Continued).

Income (Quartiles)
Variables
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

Lowest

2nd Quartile

3rd Quartile

Highest

-86.130***
(-0.075)

-96570***
(-0.089)

-104.354***
(-0.100)

-91.727***
(-0.093)

-289.016***
(-0.220)
-156.150***
(-0.132)
—

-294.695***
(-0.236)
-138.458***
(-0.124)

-314508***
(-0.260)
-167518***
(-0.156)

—

—

-293.651***
(-0.258)
-142.108***
(-0.141)
—

-96.108***
(-0.066)
-62.961
(-0.025)

-81.341***
(-0.043)
-2.152
(-0.001)

-95.310***
(-0.042)
-37.315
(-0.011)

—

—

—

-273.299***
(-0.212)
RJ=.140

-323.669***
(-0.247)

-318.115***
(-0.234)

RJ=.158

R2=.168

'Families reporting no family income or negative income were excluded.

-61.815*
(-0.022)
24.989
(0.007)
—
-368.185***
(-0.249)
R>=.178
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Table 4.11 Unstandardized (and Standardized) Regression Coefficients for Youth Total Earned Income for

Youth Reporting Earned Income and Hours of Work by Income Quartiles .' (N=27,164)
Income (Quartiles)
Variables
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed
Not employed
Married Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
Neither employed

3rd Quartile

Highest

Lowest

2nd Quartile

-138.635
(-0.022)
-380.733*
(-0.048)

70.982
(0.010)
-234.991
(-0.014)

71.181
(0.007)
333.294
(0.013)

-105.818
(-0.006)
935.025*
(0.025)

101.337
(0.013)
-308.719
(-0.022)
-223518
(-0.021)

-74.386
(-0.014)
278.249
(0.024)
183.829
(0.013)

114.433*
(0.024)
-116.725
(-0.009)
115.412
(0.006)

-117.240*
(-0.025)
651.856**
(0.033)
492.071*
(0.026)

-15.169
(-0.014)

-6.387
(-0.006)

15.043
(0.018)

-268.981*
(-0.044)
-257.776
(-0.033)
-206.087
(-0.024)

14.608
(0.003)
-92.451
(-0.012)
-120.481
(-0.009)

87.368
(0.020)
-45.739
(-0.006)
-224.858
(-0.014)

-3070.89
(-0.004)
-884.784
(-0.005)
3969.686
(0.012)
-1334.09
(-0.025)
474.470***
(0.076)
831.701
(0.035)

-12858.0
(-0.022)
-533.437
(-0.004)
-6609.42
(-0.023)
411.219
(0.009)
500.894***
(0.096)
768.233*
(0.037)

-15125.8*
(-0.029)
-3010.02
(-0.022)
-8034.75
(-0.029)
-1374.42*
(-0.031)
399.117***
(0.083)
493.607
(0.029)

1194.392
(0.002)
-3453.75*
(-0.025)
5641.628
(0.018)
-715.058
(-0.015)
322.773-*
(0.061)
823.380(0.048)

-25.610**
(-0.003)
-44.238
(-0.004)
—
36.825
(0.006)

30.855
(0.004)
33.637
(0.003)
—
-158.538
(-0.031)

-25.450
(-0.003)
-256.811*
(-0.026)
—
-153.572*
(0.035)

-118.248
(-0.012)
-254.468
(-0.021)
—
-38.378
(-0.008)

-125.481
(-0.016)
-445.925**
(-0.056)
40.315
(0.006)
—
1.140
(0.017)

-232.417*
(-0.038)
-245.634*
(-0.037)
42.314
(0.008)
—
1.692
(0.029)

-109.790
(-0.020)
2.020
(0.000)
58.528
(0.012)
—
-0.111
(-0.002)

24.417
(0.004)
-49.140
(-0.009)
159.676*
(0.034)
—
0572
(0.011)

Both employed
Weighted Cost of Children
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar
Pink Collar
None

10.393
(0.011)
202.644—*
(0.044)
196.566
(0.019)
-158.356
(-0.008)

White Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unemployment 75-80
Labor Supply
Proportion in School
Earnings Level (per hour)
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80
Urban/Rural
Nonmetro
Rural metro
Medium metro
Major metro
Geographic Characteristics
Northeast
West
Northcentral
South
Cost of Living
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Tabic 4.11 (Continued).

Income (Quartiles)
Variables
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

Lowest

2nd Quartile

3rd Q uartile

Highest

-328.461*'**
(-0.054)

-477.772***
(-0.093)

-445.161***
(-0.100)

-368.809***
(-0.083)

-1230.76***
(-0.177)
-835.440***
(-0.133)

-998.655***
(-0.169)
-608.239***
(-0.115)
—

-1277.37***
(-0.249)
-698.390***
(-0.153)

-1237.49***
(-0.241)
-685.222***
(-0.151)

—

-226.219*
(-0.029)
-107516
(-0.008)
—

-803.918***
(-0.118)
RJ=.073

—

—

-207.650
(-0.023)
149.909
(0.011)
—

-157.309
(-0.016)
46.068
(0.003)
—

36.340
(0.003)
387.119*
(0.025)
—

-1277.33***
(-0.206)

-1089.57***
(-0.189)

-1319.98***
(-0.198)

RJ=0.113

R2=.143

RJ=.139

'Families reporting no family income or negative income were excluded.

Ill
Family Composition
The effect of family composition on labor force
participation was not evident in the original analysis.
Family composition was based on the relative costs of the
children in household.

With respect to the three additional

dependent variables, some significant effects were found.
The additional analyses demonstrate that family composition
is significantly related to the relative economic
contribution to the family and to the extent of work effort
by youth in the labor market in some models.
Family composition is significantly related to the
relative economic contribution to the family by youth in the
model for the third income quartile

(See Table 4.9).

Family

composition also is related positively to the total number of
hours worked by youth in the full model and the model for
married-couple households, but not in the model for female
headed households

(See Table 4.7).

In the models for the

income quartiles the results of the third and fourth
quartiles likewise indicate significant and positive results
between family composition and total number of hours worked
by youth (See Table 4.10).
In sum, among working youth, family composition as
measured by the weighted cost of children, does seem to
positively affect the relative economic contribution for
youth in families in the third income quartile.

In addition,

family composition seems to positively affect the extent of
effort expended by youth in the labor force in married-couple
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households and in households above the median income.

These

findings are more consistent with the hypothesis even though
the results of the original logistic regression analysis did
not support the hypothesis.

Family Income
It was predicted by the second hypothesis that lower
family income would be associated with higher youth labor
force participation.

Although this hypothesis was not

supported by the logistic regression analysis of youth labor
force participation, some important differences were
indicated on the basis of household type.
In the additional multiple regression analyses the
models for the full sample and for the two household types
indicate that the relative economic contribution of youth to
the family are greater in the lower income categories.
would be expected (See Table 4.6).

This

However, in comparing

youth's economic contribution in the two household types it
is interesting to note that no substantial differences exist.
This finding raises questions about previous research
findings

(Duncan, 1984:58) which indicate that youth are

important economic contributors in female-headed families.
In the multiple regression analyses for total hours of
work and total income earned, differences based on household
structure are evident.

The coefficients for the extent of

work effort by youth yield a significant and negative
relationship between the highest income category and youth
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effort in the full model.

In the models for two household

types, the model for married-couple households indicates a
significant and negative relationship between the highest
income category and extent of youth effort, but no similar
relationship is found in the model for female-headed
households

(See Table 4.7).

The models for the two household types also differ with
respect to the relationship of family income to the youth's
total earned income.

In the full model, the first income

category is significantly and positively associated with
youth's total earned income; and the second income category
was significantly and negatively associated with youth's
income.

In the model for married-couple households, the

results indicate a positive and highly significant
relationship between the first income category and youth's
total earned income, but no such relationship is found in the
model for female-headed households.

In the model for female

headed households a significant and negative relationship
exists between the second income category and youth's total
earned income (See Table 4.8).
In sum, the additional analyses of the effect of family
income on the total number of hours worked and the total
income earned by youth reflect differences based on household
structure.

As noted in the discussion of findings regarding

youth labor force participation, it appears that household
structure is an important intervening characteristic.
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Occupational Status of the Head of Household
It was predicted that a head of household with whitecollar occupational status, particularly in lower income
families, would be associated with higher youth labor force
participation.

This relationship was confirmed by the

analysis of youth labor force participation.

The results of

the analyses of the three additional dependent variables
qualify this relationship.
Significant relationships are evident in the four models
for the income quartiles.

In the first income quartile,

blue-collar occupational status significantly and negatively
affects the economic contribution of youth to the family in
comparison to families with heads of household with whitecollar occupational status.

In the models for the third and

fourth income quartiles, blue-collar occupational status has
a positive and significant impact on the economic
contribution of youth to the family (See Table 4.9).

These

findings support the notion that it is white-collar
occupational status combined with lower income that creates
an economic squeeze for the family.
Turning to the results of the multiple regression
analysis on the total amount of income earned by youth, the
models for the income quartiles indicate differences in the
effect of blue-collar occupational status among income groups
(See Table 4.11).

In the lowest income quartile, the

coefficient for blue-collar occupational status of the
household head is significant and negative in comparison with
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white-collar occupational status.

In the highest income

quartile, the coefficient for blue-collar occupational status
is positive and highly significant.

These findings also lend

support to the idea that families headed by those with whitecollar occupational status are experiencing an economic
squeeze at lower levels of income.
In sum, among the models for income quartiles the
results indicate that white collar occupational status of the
head of household combined with lower family income is
associated with a greater economic contribution to the family
and greater total earned income on the part of youth.

This

supports the previously reported finding that white-collar
occupational status of the household head is associated with
higher youth labor force participation.

Employment Status of Parents
It was predicted that households without employed
parents would be more likely to have youth in the labor
force.

The logistic regression analysis did not support this

hypothesis.

The results of the multiple regression analysis

for the three additional dependent variables add further
weight to this conclusion.
In the full model using the percent of family income
contributed by youth as a dependent variable, the regression
coefficient for a single female household head who is not
employed is negative and highly significant in comparison to
married-couple households with both parents employed.

In the
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model for female-headed households, the coefficient for a
household head who is not employed is negative and highly
significant in comparison with a female-headed household with
an employed head (See Table 4.6).
With respect to the youth total hours of work the
coefficients in the full model for "neither parent employed"
and female head of household "not employed" are negative and
significant in the full model (See Table 4.7).

In the model

for married-couple households, the regression coefficient for
"neither parent employed" is significant and negative in
comparison to "both parents employed."

In the model for

female-headed households, the regression coefficient for a
household head who is not employed is significant and
negative in comparison with a household head who is employed.
Lastly, in the models employing the dependent variable,
total income earned by youth, the results of the full model
indicate a negative and highly significant relationship
between a female head of household who is not employed and
the total earnings of youth.

In the model for female-headed

households, the coefficient for a female head of household
who is not employed is significant and negative
4.8).

(See Table

Additionally, in the models for lowest income

quartile, the findings regarding total work effort and total
earned income are consistent with a lack of parental
employment being associated less youth work effort and
earnings

(See Tables 4.10 and 4.11).
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In sum, the multiple regression analyses of the three
additional dependent variables substantiate the results of
the logistic regression analysis of youth labor force
participation.

That is, lack of parental employment does not

appear to stimulate youth labor force participation.

Unemployment Rates
It was predicted that youth in the labor market areas
with lower unemployment rates would be more likely to be in
the labor force.

In the logistic regression analysis of

youth labor force participation this hypothesis was supported
in every model.

In the additional analyses using multiple

regression on the closely related dependent variables, the
results indicate that some differences exist depending on
household structure and income quartile.
In the models employing the level of effort expended in
the labor force by youth, there appear to be important
differences depending on the circumstances of the household.
In the model for the full sample, the regression coefficient
for unemployment rate of the labor market area is significant
and negative in direction indicating that higher unemployment
rates are associated with less effort in the labor force by
youth as measured by the total number of hours employed on a
yearly basis (See Table 4.7).
In the two models for the household types, the results
differ.

In the analyses of married-couple households, the

regression coefficient for the unemployment rate is
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significant and negative in direction.

In the results of the

model for female-headed households, the coefficient for the
unemployment rate is not significant.

It appears that youth

in female-headed households are not responsive in the extent
of their work effort to a labor market characteristic such as
the unemployment rate as are youth in married-couple
households.

Apparently, the structure of the household

mediates the effect of unemployment in the local labor market
area on the level of effort put forth by youth in the labor
force

(See Table 4.7) .
In the models for income quartiles, the effect of

unemployment rates on effort is only apparent in the second
and third quartiles.

The coefficients for unemployment rates

in the second and third quartiles are significant and
negative in the direction.

It seems that the effect of

unemployment on the level of effort by youth in the labor
force is not uniform across income groups.

Rather, the

effect is mediated by the family and is only manifested for
youth in families with income levels in the middle range (See
Table 4.10) .
Regarding the level of earnings of youth, the outcome of
the full model indicates that higher unemployment results in
significantly lower youth total earned income.

However, the

two models for household types indicate this effect is
mediated by the family.

The effect of higher unemployment in

the local labor market is manifested only in the total
earnings of youth in married-couple households.

The total
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earnings of youth in female-headed households appear to be
unaffected by this seemingly important indicator of the
economic conditions of the local economy (See Table 4.8) .
The models for the income quartiles also reveal
differing effects of unemployment rates on the level of youth
earnings.

Only the total earnings of youth in the highest

income quartile are significantly and negatively affected by
higher unemployment rates.

It is also interesting to note

that while the level of probability in the third quartile
model is close to being significant (PC. 08), the results for
the first and second quartile models are definitely not.
This suggests a pattern in which youth in higher income
families are affected differently by conditions of the local
economy than youth in lower income families

(See Table 4.11) .

In sum, although the unemployment rate affects youth
work effort and earnings,
families.

it does not affect youth in all

Rather, it appears that the household structure

and the relative affluence of the family mediates the effect
of unemployment rates on the work effort and total earnings
of youth.

Urban/Rural Status
Significant differences in youth labor force
participation due to the urban/rural status of a labor market
area were found in the original analysis.

These effects were

mediated by the household structure and the level of family
income.

Hence, although the hypothesis was supported in the
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full model, disaggregating the sample revealed that
significant effects existed in married-couple households, but
not female-headed households.

Among the income quartiles,

the hypothesis was supported in the two upper quartiles, but
not in the two lower.
The results of the supplemental analyses indicate
similar differences between household types with regard to
the total number of hours worked by youth and the total
income they earned.

This indicates, once again, that

household structure mediates the effect of labor market
characteristics

(See Tables 4.7 and 4.8).

School Enrollmsnt
It was predicted that school enrollment levels would be
inversely related to youth labor force participation.
Although the hypothesis was not supported in the original
analysis,

it is interesting to note that the models in the

supplemental analyses indicate a number of significant
negative relationships in the models using total number of
hours of work and total earned income for youth in the labor
force.

More particularly, effects of school enrollment on

these two dependent variables vary according to the structure
of the household and the income level of the family.
In the models for married-couple households, the youth's
total hours of work and total earnings are negatively and
significantly affected by the total school enrollment.

No

significant coefficients for school enrollment are present in
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these models for female-headed households
4.8).

(See Tables 4.7 and

In the models for the income quartiles,

significant

effects are found only in levels of family income above the
median

(See Tables 4.10 and 4.11) .

Level of Youth Earnings
It was predicted that the level of earnings of youth
would be inversely related to youth labor force
participation.

This relationship was not supported.

Similarly, the supplemental analysis indicates no evidence to
contradict this conclusion.

In general, the level of

earnings positively affects the relative economic
contribution of youth to the family and the total earnings of
youth, and this would be expected.

However,

the level of

earnings of youth in a local labor market area does not have
a significant effect on the total number of hours worked by
youth

(See Tables 4.7 and 4.10).

Supply of Youth
It was predicted that the relative supply of youth would
adversely affect youth labor force participation.

This was

supported in nearly all of the logistic regression models;
only the models for the two lowest income quartiles failed to
support this hypothesis.

The additional multiple regression

analyses of the full model indicate that the percent of
family income earned by youth and total hours of work by
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youth are negatively affected by a greater youth labor supply
(See Tables 4.6 and 4.7).
In the models for household types, differences based on
household structure emerge regarding the effect of the
relative supply of youth.
the total number

The percent of family income and

of hours worked by youth

affected at a highly significant
in a local labor
households only.

level by

market area for youth in

are negatively
the supply of youth
married-couple

No significant effects of the variable are

evident in the models for female-headed households

(See

Tables 4.6 and 4.7).
In the models for income quartiles, the percent of
family income earned by youth and the total number of hours
worked by youth are found to be negatively affected by the
relative supply of youth at a highly significant level only
in the third income quartile.
quartiles are not significant

The coefficients in all other
(See Tables 4.9 and 4.10).

In sum, the results of the models for household types as
well as those for the income quartiles indicate differences
in the effect of the relative supply of youth on the percent
family income earned by youth and the total number of hours
worked by youth.

It appears that the circumstances of the

family mediate the effect of the supply of youth in the labor
market area.

CHAPTER
SUMMARY

AND

5

CONCLUSIONS

Inbcoduction
The purpose of the study has been to examine the effects
of family circumstances on the propensity of youth partici
pating in the labor force.

Because the economic structure

poses constraints on youth labor force participation, a
consideration of these factors was included.
The data used in the study were from the 1980 Public Use
Microdata Sample-D and the 1988 County Statistics Files.
These data allowed for the analysis of 51,344 youths and
their family characteristics circumscribed by the local
economy.
were:

The family-influenced variables used in the study

household income, parental employment status, the

weighted cost of children and the occupational status of the
household head.

The economic variables used for each of the

382 labor market areas in the study were:

average

unemployment rates from 1975-80, increase in nonfarm
employment from 1975-80, industrial mix, youth labor supply,
proportion of youth enrolled in school, the earnings level of
youth, and rural/urban status.

Other variables included as

control variables were region, cost of living, gender, race,
age, and school attendance.
A series of logistic regression models were analyzed in
the study.

First, a model involving the full sample was
123
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presented.

Then, the sample was disaggregated into two

models for household types, married-couples and female-headed
households, and the results were presented.

Lastly, four

separate models for the family income quartiles were
presented.

In the following section, the major findings of

these models are listed.

Major

Findings

• Family composition, based on the number of children in the
family and their relative costs according to their age, is
associated with higher rates of youth labor force
participation in upper income families.
• Household structure mediates the effect of household income
on youth labor force participation.
Household income is an
important factor in married-couple households, but not in
female-headed households.
In married-couple households the
effect of household income on youth labor force
participation is curvilinear.
• Youth residing in families headed by a parent with whitecollar occupational status are more likely to be in the
labor force. However, the effect of the occupational
status is mediated by household structure and family
income.
The effect is apparent in married-couple
households, but not female-headed households.
It is also
apparent at all levels of household income except at the
uppermost level.
• Parental employment is associated with higher rates of
youth labor force participation; this effect is more
pronounced at lower levels of household income.
• Youth labor force participation is adversely affected by
unemployment in a labor market area.
This effect is found
for youth residing in married-couple households and for
youth in female-headed households. This adverse effect is
also apparent for youth at all levels of household income.
• Employment growth positively affects youth labor force
participation.
This effect is apparent in married-couple
and female-headed households, and at all levels of
household income.
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• The urban/rural status of a local labor market area affects
youth labor force participation. More specifically, this
effect is apparent for youth in married-couple households,
but not female-headed households and for youth in families
above the median income, but not for youth in families
below the median income.
• The level of wages paid to youth in a local labor market
area does not affect youth labor force participation. Nor
does it affect the amount of time youth spend working.
• A greater supply of youth in a local labor market
negatively impacts youth labor force participation. More
specifically, the adverse effect is greater on youth in
married-couple households.
It is also apparent among youth
in families above the median in income.
In sum, the effects of family characteristics and labor
market area characteristics are mediated by the structure of
the household and the level of family income.

In general,

youth in married-couple households are more responsive in
their labor force participation to variables related to both
the family and the local economy than youth in female-headed
households.

With respect the level of family income, youth

in families with income below median income are generally
more responsive to family characteristics in their labor
force participation than youth in families with incomes above
the median.

However, youth in families with incomes above

the median seem more affected by local labor market
characteristics in their labor force participation than youth
in families with incomes below the median.

Implications

of

the

Study

The theoretical implications of this study revolve
around expanding the levels of analysis in examining youth
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labor force participation.

Although there is a substantial

body of research on youth labor force participation, much of
it focuses on youth in terms of individual characteristics
and on youth labor force participation as a transition to
adulthood.

The purpose of this study has been to examine the

effects of family circumstances in the context of the local
economy on the propensity of youth participating in the labor
force.
The findings of the study document the importance of the
family, both in its direct influence and in its indirect
influence, on youth labor force participation.

The results

also underscore the assertion of theorist Rosabeth Kanter
(1977) that sociology needs to explore the "dynamic
connections" between family and work.

That is, it is

necessary to move beyond a view of economic determinism in
which work defines the conditions of the family.
According to the results, the family has a direct
influence on youth labor force participation through the
employment and occupational statuses of the parents.

In

addition, the household structure of the family as well as
the family income level were found to operate as mediating
influences on other family characteristics.
Given the results of the analysis, moving the focus from
the individual youth to the circumstances of the family
represents a meaningful theoretical shift to be pursued
further in studying youth labor force participation.

Such a

shift is also consistent with the findings of a number of
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previous studies on youth labor force participation
and Hargis, 1991; Walters and O'Connell,
Ooms,

(Horan

1988; Lerman and

1988; Peters, 1987; Perrucci, 1986; Schill, McCartin,

and Meyer,

1985; Root, 1984; Voydanoff,

1982; Elder,

1974; McLaughlin,

1940b; Cavan and Ranck,
Rubinow,

1916).

1983; Rees and Gray,

1974; Bakke,

1938; Angell,

1935; 1940a;

1936; Rowntree,

1922;

More generally, the study's results call for

a consideration of the family as an influencing factor in the
study of all types of labor force participation.

This

theoretical conception of the family has been espoused by
Barling

(1990), Voydanoff

Lorence, and Kumka
Prude

(1987), Curtis

(1986), Crouter

(1986), Mortimer,

(1984), Kanter

(1976), and McLaughlin (1971).

(1977),

It is also in evidence

in a number of studies dealing with work and the family
(Bureau of National Affairs,
1983; Oppenheimer,

1986; Thompson,

1984; Voydanoff,

1982; Gans, 1982; Salkever,

Barton, and Zabalza,

1980; Caplovitz,

Sweet, 1973; and Hoppock,

1982; Layard,

1979; Harevan,

1975;

1935).

Another important theoretical implication of the study
deals with the importance of the economic structure in
examining youth labor force participation.

The results

indicated that economic factors are significant.

Further,

characteristics of the family were shown to be mediating
influences with respect to effect of a number of the economic
variables.

These results, once again, underscore the role of

the family in youth labor force participation.
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Some important advantages were gained in the study's
assessment of economic variables by focusing exclusively on
16, 17, and 18 year olds.

The local labor market area was

assumed to encompass opportunities for youth labor force
participation.

Criticism that local economies may not

adequately depict opportunity, because workers may choose
mobility, can be reasonably set aside in the case of teens
residing with their parents.

Another advantage gained by

focusing only on young people was that individual differences
in the level of job-related skills and training most likely
would be negligible.

These advantages allowed for a more

meaningful assessment of the impact of the household and
local economic conditions, because some of the factors which
might confound studies of adult labor force participation
were avoided.
Practical implications of the study deal with the
effects of particular family and economic variables on youth
labor force participation.

More specifically, parental

employment was shown in the analysis to be an important
influence on the propensity of youth to participate in the
labor force.

Employed parents have a positive influence on

youth labor force participation.
employment have a negative impact.

Conversely, parents lacking
It seems that any program

or set of policies designed to increase youth labor force
participation should include strategies to take the role of
the parents' employment status into account.

It may be that

youth with parents who are employed have greater
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opportunities through the parents' networks of employment
opportunities.

Borman (1991:47) states that informal

networks of family and friends are the most effective for
adolescent job seekers.

It also is possible that teens are

following the example of their parents in labor force
participation.

Schill, McCartin, and Meyer (1985:162)

conclude that employed parents, particularly employed
mothers, provide a "model for the employment experiences" of
high school students.

Simon (1987:17) states, "Children who

grow up in homes where no one works do not learn basic
attitudes and work habits that are essential to performing
effectively in our society.

In a real sense unemployment can

be 'inherited'."
Perhaps programs for dealing with youth employment could
be broadened to include families and the goal of aiding youth
replaced with the goal of assisting families without an
employed parent.

Bringing parents into the labor force would

affect their children's labor force participation according
to the findings.

Recent proposals dealing with helping the

adults of families receiving public assistance to become
labor force participants may have an effect wider than the
particular individual.

The results of the study point to the

family-wide effects of promoting adult employment in families
where there is no employed parent.
Additionally, a lower overall employment rate and
increases in nonfarm employment were shown by the study to
stimulate youth labor force participation.

This information
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about the local economy would be useful in formulating
policies to increase youth labor force participation.

For

example, one approach to increasing youth employment
opportunity might be to formulate and fund programs designed
specifically for youth.

An alternative approach could

involve furthering employment opportunities in general and,
hence, youth opportunities.

Limited resources for dealing

with these types of problems sometimes necessitate such
choices.

It is also possible that a single program would be

preferable to several smaller and more narrowly focused
programs.
However, the usefulness in practical application of the
aforementioned results depends on the desirability of youth
labor force participation.

Researchers differ on the value

of youth working while still enrolled in school.

Levin and

Ferman (1985:3) in reporting a number of government programs
aimed at youth employment term teenage unemployment "a
serious national problem."

Charner and Frazer (1988:48) in

reviewing a number of recent studies on youth labor force
participation noted that there is general agreement in the
literature that working while in high school does generally
promote desirable work habits.
The Committee on Youth Employment Programs

(1985:2)

concluded:
"While some may regard in-school employment
opportunities of lesser importance, researchers
have found that, holding measured characteristics
constant, those youths who work during school
years have higher employment rates and wages after
their school years. This finding may simply
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reflect that youths who are more motivated (an
unmeasured characteristic) both seek work
energetically while in school and seek, find, and
perform work better after school, but the
possibility cannot be excluded that the in-school
work experience per se enhances later employment
and earnings."
Others such as Greenberger and Steinberg (1986:6) have
pointed to recent findings which challenge "popular wisdom
and conventional belief" that youth employment is desirable.
Greenberger and Steinberg argue that undue emphasis has been
placed on the value of work experience for adolescents and
that such employment carries with it psychological and social
costs.

According to the researchers, the time teens spend

working would be better spent on other activities.

They also

conclude that the rewards of teenage employment are typically
meager not only in terms of material gain but also in terms
of the quality of the working experience.1
A number of researchers report benefits of teenage
employment during high school including positive effects on
future employment and wages (Mortimer and Finch,
and Wise, 1982; Anderson and Sawhill,
performance
Crouter,

1986; Meyer

1980), academic

(D'Amico, 1984) and social maturity (Hamilton and

1980; Elder, 1974).

Additionally, Allan and

Steffensmeier (1989) found that the availability of

1 Greenberger and Steinberg contend that most income youth
derive from working is spent for discretionary items; the
actual economic benefit of youth earning a wage is slight or
nonexistent. But others report that youth are often saving
for educational expenses (Charner and Frazer, 1988) . The
question of what a youth's wages are spent on is beyond the
scope of this study, but it is an important research topic.
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employment in a labor market is an important predictor of
juvenile arrest rates.

Other researchers have concluded

youth employment to be detrimental to academic performance
(Greenberger and Steinberg,
Hotchkiss

1986; and McNeil,

1984).

(1986) measured the impact of employment on several

school-related factors and found no detrimental effects.
Finch and Mortimer (1985:184) found no detrimental effects on
school performance due to the number of hours worked among
high school seniors.
Crowley (1984:284-285)

found that employment is

beneficial only to teens who have left school and that among
youth enrolled in school employment is associated with
delinquency.

Although Lewis, Gardner, and Seitz

(1983)

concluded that employment while enrolled in school has a
short-term positive impact on future wages and is slightly
associated with better grades, it also is associated with
delinquency as well as problems in school.
Other studies have concluded that the value of teens
working depends on the nature and/or extent of their labor
force participation.

Schill, McCartin, and Meyer

(1985:160)

found a curvilinear relationship between grades and the
number of hours worked per week.

That is, students who

worked fewer than twenty hours a week had better grades than
those who did not work or those who worked over twenty hours
per week.

The Purdue Opinion Panel

(1972) revealed that

students with the highest grades also had the highest rate of
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employment.

However, among employed students, those who

worked the fewest hours had the best grades.
Lewin-Epstein (1981:108) found that employment in school
was a tremendous benefit in making the school to work
transition among youth who planned to primarily work after
high school, but that the magnitude of this advantage
differed according to the nature of their employment while
still in school.

He also concluded that government-sponsored

youth employment programs offered considerable advantages to
youth, particularly those from low income families.
Finch, Shanahan, Mortimer, and Ryu (1991) investigated
the relationship between adolescent work and control
orientation, or the extent to which individuals feel they are
in control of important forces in their lives.

The

researchers conclude that the quality of adolescent work is a
more important determinant of adolescent psychological
functioning than the amount of time spent working or even
whether or not adolescents work.
In short, the value of policies promoting youth labor
force participation is a complex question beyond the scope of
this study.

However, the information provided in the present

study regarding the influence of the family and the local
economy would be of use in policies dealing with youth
employment.
Another practical implication of the study deals with
the impact of the level of earnings of youth on youth labor
force participation.

No relationship was found.

Also, the
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supplemental analysis of the number of hours youth actually
worked showed no relation between the level of average hourly
earnings youth were paid in a labor market area and the
number of hours youth worked.

This may bear on arguments

against lowering the minimum wage for young workers.
Although one of the merits of a lower or subminimum wage
("training wage")

for youth has been purported to be

increased job opportunities for young people
Shapiro,
study.

(Levitan and

1987:59-60), no evidence of this was found in the
On the face of it, one may reason that if employers

could pay less for the work of youth they may demand more of
it, but it also may be that the minimum wage is already so
low that additional wage decreases for youthful workers will
be of no benefit.

The results of the study are more

consistent with the latter view.
Shapiro (1986), and Rees

Levitan (1988), Levitan and

(1986) have asserted that lowering

wages for youth will not result in increased youth
opportunity.

Hill and Nixon

(1984:4) surveyed a national

cross-section of employers and found that employers were
about evenly divided on the question of the impact of a
subminimum wage for youth.

Shortcomings

of

the

Study

Several shortcomings of the study revolve around
limitations of the data.

Although the data provided by the

PUM-D micro-sample were excellent in many respects, they do
not provide enough detail on the family's expenditures.

More
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particularly, the data do not allow for assessment of how the
earnings of youth in the family are spent, and how this
income fits into the overall economic strategy of the family.
A number of studies of youth employment during earlier times
indicate the earnings of youth contributed to the family’s
economic well-being (Walters and O'Connell,
1987:22; Elder,

1974; Anderson,

1935; 1940; 1940b; Rowntree,

1988; Voydanoff,

1971; Angell,

1922; Rubinow,

1936; Bakke,

1916).

Several

more recent studies indicate that the earnings of youth are
spent by them on discretionary items (Greenberger and
Steinberg,
O'Malley,

1986; McNeil, 1984; and Johnston, Bachman and
1982) .

However,

in one study more than half of the

youth surveyed said that they were saving for future
education

(Charner and Frazer,

1988).

A direct assessment of

the exact nature of the economic contribution made by youth
was not possible in this study.
A se cond limitation of the data was that t h e y l acked
a t t i t u d i n a l dat a in general and,

more particularly,

t he y did

not al l o w for a direct ass es sme nt of p e r c e p t i o n s and
e x pe ct ati ons d e a l in g with the family's e c o n o m i c well-being.
That is,

the topic of youth labor force p a r t i c i p a t i o n as a

re sponse to family needs c ou ld benefit

from i n f o r mat ion on

the s ub jective assessments of family memb er s re g a r d i n g their
over al l e con o m i c well-being.

This is e s p e c i a l l y so w it h

r e g ard to d ifferences b e t w ee n b l u e - c o l l a r a n d w h i t e - c o l l a r
families.
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The data also lacked longitudinal information.

By

covering only one point in time, generalizations are more
difficult.

For example, the influence of broad economic

trends or demographic transitions can only be indirectly
accounted for with cross-sectional data.

Further, youth

employment is known to be more sensitive to cyclical economic
activity than employment for the adult population

(Committee

on Youth Employment and Training Programs, 1985).
Another difficulty of the study is the use of labor
force participation as a dependent variable in the study.
Although this study employed the same definition and meaning
of this term as is widely employed in both sociological and
economic research, as discussed in Chapter 3, the meaning and
accuracy of labor force participation nevertheless has been
criticized by a number of researchers.
Lastly, although the study is an attempt to link several
levels of analysis

(the individual, the family, and the local

economy), the study falls short in adequately identifying the
actual social processes which link together, these levels.
linking the individual to the context of the family, the
information gained in the study does not allow for the
specification of the social processes or exchanges taking
place within the family.

The study also treats the

characteristics of the local labor market as setting limits
on individuals, but the actual nature and form of these
structural constraints as they bear on individuals is
difficult to assess.

Further, the implicit assumption that

In
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broad labor market characteristics uniformly impact
individuals in a labor market area is questionable;
intervening circumstances could alter substantially these
effects.
A Reexamination of Some
Addressed in the Study

Issues

From the outset the present study has attempted to
broaden the scope of inquiry in examining youth labor force
participation.

Going beyond focusing on individual factors,

this investigation attempted to place the individual within
the context of the family, and then within the broader
context of the local economy.

In doing so, the study

addressed the following issues.

• Is there a need to examine the characteristics
of the family in studying youth labor force
participation?

Many studies, particularly earlier studies, document the
influence of the family on youth labor force participation.
Yet the tendency of sociology to overlook the family as an
influence on labor force participation has been noted by
Kanter (1977), Curtis
others.

(1986), Lerman and Ooms

(1988), and

The results of the study lend support to the notion

that characteristics of the family are important variables in
examining youth labor force participation.

Family

characteristics were found to be significant in the study
either as direct influences or as mediating influences.
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In addition, the study attempted to quantify the
economic well-being of the family in a meaningful way (family
composition) which reached beyond simply using family income.
While the results of this effort in this particular study
indicated a significant effect only in the uppermost income
quartile, attempts to deal with the effect of family life
cycles and the notion of income adequacy are likely to go on.
The information provided in this study makes a small
contribution to this endeavor.
Household structure and family income apparently mediate
the effect of other family characteristics as well as
characteristics of the local labor market area on youth labor
force participation.

In addition,

family composition,

parental employment and occupational status of the household
head are significant influences on the propensity of youth to
participate in the labor force.
•

Is the role of the economic structure
important to the study of youth labor force
participation?

The results of the study demonstrate that economic
characteristics of the local labor market area are
significant influences on youth labor force participation.
The economic structure of the labor market is viewed as the
macro-environment of youth labor force participation.
the limit-setting constraint.
(1987:382),

It is

According to Munch and Smelser

"All participants are limited in their actions by
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the laws of the market/ and these laws also set the agenda
for economic actors in that setting."
The unemployment rate, the relative supply of youth, the
increase in non-farm employment, and the urban/rural status
of labor markets significantly affect youth labor force
participation.

Conversely, the level of youth earnings, the

industrial mix of jobs, and the school enrollment rates do
not affect youth labor force participation.
• What is the advantage of a multi-level
approach in examining youth labor force
participation?
A multi-level approach seeks to discover empirical
relations among different levels of social reality rather
than focusing exclusively on one level
1987:2).
Giesen

(Alexander and Giesen,

This type of approach, according to Alexander and

(1987:2-3), has generated a new level of

"interparadigmatic discourse" in sociology and replaced
conflict over competing views of social reality with an
attempt at linkage.
In this study the results establish that significant
statistical relationships exist between youth labor force
participation and characteristics of the family.

Thus, the

study links empirically the individual and the context of the
family.

The study also links empirically youth labor force

participation to the structural parameters of the local
economy.

Structural parameters are the external limits on

opportunities imposed by the social structure

(Blau,
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1987:75).

Characteristics of the labor market areas can be

viewed as "limit-setting" in youth labor force participation.
In sum, the results of the study establish that
significant empirical relationships exist between
characteristics of the family and the local labor market
area, and youth labor force participation.

However, the

study is constrained by the data in its attempt to specify
the processes or linkages by which these levels of analysis
influence youth labor force participation.

Nevertheless, the

multi-level approach is supported by the findings of the
study and this type of approach appears to be a research goal
worth striving for as well as a theoretical tool for
formulating additional studies of labor force participation.
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Table A-l Unstandardized (and Standardized) Regression Coefficients for Percent of Family Income Earned

by Youth in All Households and by Household Type.1
Variables

All Households
(N=50,998)

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Income
<$5,000

10,000-14,999
—

20,000-24,999

-0.005**
(-0.015)
-0.012***
(-0.035)
-0.016***
(-0.044)
•0.021***
(-0.062)
-0.027***
(-0.055)
-0.032***
(-0.069)

25,000-29,999
30,000-34,999
35,000-44,999
45,000-54,999
>54,999
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed

M arried Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
Neither employed
Both employed

-0.005***
(-0.023)
-0.002
(-0.003)
-0.011***
(-0.020)
—

Pink Collar
None
W hite Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unemployment 75-80
Labor Supply

—

-0.011
(-0.020)
-0.018*
(-0.025)
-0.022*
(-0.023)
-0.029**
(-0.034)
N /A J

-0.004*
(-0.013)
-0.010***
(-0.036)
-0.015***
(-0.048)
-0.019***
(-0.068)
-0.026***
(-0.063)
-0.031***
(-0.079)
N /A

N /A J

"■■■

-0.012**
(-0.039)

N /A

N /A

-0.005***
(-0.040)
-0.002
(-0.005)
-0.012***
(-0.027)

N /A
N /A
N /A

—

-0.001**
(-0.012)

-0.000**
(-0.013)

-0.000
(-0.008)

-0.004***
(-0.019)
-0.002
(-0.005)
-0.015***
(-0.035)

-0.004***
(-0.022)
-0.003
(-0.007)
-0.014***
(-0.019)
—

-0.003
(-0.009)
-0.001
(-0.005)
-0.015*
(-0.058)

W eighted Cost of Children
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar

—

0.007***
(0.019)
-0.011***
(-0.024)

Not employed

0.105***
(0.292)
0.032***
(0.098)
0.017***
(0.050)

0.128***
(0.185)
0.026***
(0.057)
0.011***
(0.031)

0.114***
(0.231)
0.029***
(0.075)
0.014***
(0.039)

5,000-9,999

15,000-19,999

Household Type
Single Female
M arried Couple
(N=41,770)
(N=9,228)

—

-0.076
(-0.003)
-0.177***
(-0.026)
-0.198***
(-0.153)

-0.016
(-0.001)
-0.166***
(-0.027)
-0.267***
(-0.023)

—

-0.125
(-0.004)
-0.242*
(-0.026)
0.036
(0.002)
(Continued)

156
Table A-l (Continued)

Variables

All Households
(N=50,998)

Proportion in School

0.015
(0.007)
0.005” *
(0.021)
0.037*”
(0.042)

Earnings Level
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80
Urban/Rural
Nonmetro

—

Geographic Characteristics
Northeast
West
Northcentral
South
Cost of Living

17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

0.065*
(0.023)
0.008*
(0.025)
0.093***
(0.082)

-0.001
(-0.002)
-0.003
(-0.006)
—

0.007
(0.014)
0.005
(0.008)
—

-0.002
(-0.010)

-0.003
(-0.013)

-0.001
(-0.004)

-0.002
(-0.009)
-0.005*
(-0.016)
0.006*”
(0.023)

-0.002
(-0.008)
-0.003
(-0.011)
0.005***
(0.021)

-0.003
(-0.009)
-0.014*
(-0.038)
0.012**
(0.036)

—

—

—

0.000**
(0.022)

0.000**
(0.021)

0.000
(0.025)

-0.014” *
(-0.063)

-0.013” *
(-0.064)

-0.019” *
(-0.065)

-0.050” *
(-0.214)
-0.028” *
(-0.121)

-0.045” *
(-0.212)
-0.025” *
(-0.115)

-0.072” *
(-0.241)
-0.046” *
(-0.152)

INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16

0.006
(0.003)
0.004***
(0.021)
0.024***
(0.030)

0.000
(0.001)
-0.002
(-0.004)

Rural metro
Medium metro
Major metro

Household Type
Married Couple
Single Female
(N=41,770)
(N=9,228)

—

-0.029” *
(-0.090)
-0.016” *
(-0.030)
—

—

-0.021” *
(-0.060)
-0.014” *
(-0.027)
—

—

-0.044” *
(-0.143)
-0.029” *
(-0.045)
—

-0.033” *
(-0.106)

-0.033” *
(-0.113)

-0.031” *
(-0.088)

R2= .136

R2= .117

R2= .152

'Families reporting no family income or negative income were excluded from the analysis; youth with no reported
earned income and hours of work were induded in the analysis.

The last three income categories were collapsed in the model for female-headed households due to a small number
of observations in these categories.
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Table A-2 Unstandardized (and Standardized) Regression Coefficients for Youth Total Hours of Work in
_________ All Households and by Household Type.1_____________________________________________

Variables
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Income
<$5,000
5,000-9,999
10,000-14,999
15,000-19,999

All Households
(N=50,998)

-41.910***
(-0.019)
-39.128***
(-0.023)
-2.359
(-0.002)

-33.947*
(-0.010)
-36.753**
(-0.017)
-6.187
(-0.004)

-49540**
(-0.041)
-47.946**
(-0.044)
-2.249
(-0.002)

—

—

—

18.554*
(0.013)
23.056**
(0.016)
28.634***
(0.018)
41.434***
(0.028)
33.274**
(0.015)
16.304
(0.008)

20,000-24,999
25,000-29,999
30,000-34,999
35,000-44,999
45,000-54,999
>54,999
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed
Not employed
Married Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
Neither employed
Both employed

Pink Collar
None
White Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unemployment 75-80
Labor Supply

25.201**
(0.019)
30.050***
(0.022)
34.155***
(0.023)
47.645***
(0.035)
37.118***
(0.019)
26.300*
(0.014)

20.297**
(0.013)
-30.504**
(-0.015)

N /A

-40.165***
(-0.038)
-34.690**
(-0.013)
-70.647***
(-0.030)

-40.124***
(-0.040)
-35.845**
(-0.015)
-74.243***
(0.034)
—

—

N /A

-22.182
(-0.012)
-29.313
(-0.012)
4.783
(0.001)
28.002
(0.010)
N /A 1
N /A 1

-39.086**
(-0.039)
N /A
N /A
N /A
N /A

2.258**
(0.012)

2.416**
(0.013)

1.902
(0.011)

-4.209
(-0.004)
-10.170
(-0.006)
-51.930***
(-0.027)

-3.294
(-0.003)
-9.249
(-0.004)
-47.951***
(-0.019)
—

-20.257
(-0.020)
-26.897
(-0.026)
-69.248***
(-0.058)
—

Weighted Cost of Children
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar

Household Type
Single Female
Married Couple
(N=9,228)
(N=41,770)

—

-870.750
(-0.007)
-1640.90***
(-0.055)
-987.878***
(-0.017)

-425.960
(-0.004)
-1759.28***
(-0.059)
-1037.77***
(-0.018)

-2936.02*
(-0.025)
-1094.41**
(-0.036)
-699.618
(-0.013)
(Continued)
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Table A-2 (Continued)

Variables

Proportion in School
Earnings Level
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80

All Households
(N=50,998)
51550
(0.006)
-3.908
(-0.004)
238.797—
(0.061)

12.042
(0.001)
-3.583
(-0.004)
208.986—
(0.053)

244.904*
(0.027)
-5.601
(-0.005)
372.720***
(0.098)

5.813
(0.004)
-4.337
(-0.002)

6.477
(0.004)
-8.361
(-0.004)

3.757
(0.002)
20.698
(0.009)

Urban/Rural
Nonmetro
Rural metro
Medium metro
Major metro

—

—

-29.199—
(-0.030)

-33.858***
(-0.034)

-9.592
(-0.010)

6.953
(0.006)
-0.786
(-0.001)
56.811—
(0.051)

10.068
(0.009)
4.399
(0.003)
58.549***
(0.053)

-8.625
(-0.008)
-33.853
(-0.027)
47.143—
(0.042)

Geographic Characteristics
Northeast
West
Northcentral
South
Cost of Living
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

Household Type
Married Couple
Single Female
(N=9,228)
(N=41,770)

—

—

—

—

0.184*
(0.017)

0.203*
(0.019)

0.132
(0.013)

-90.304***
(-0.092)

-94.379***
(-0.096)

-70.722—
(-0.074)

-341.132***
(-0.336)
-181.748***
(-0.178)

-348.366***
(-0.342)
-179.242***
(-0.174)

-300.276***
(-0.301)
-185.203***
(-0.185)

—

—

-144.468***
(-0.101)
-100.310***
(-0.042)

-137.973***
(-0.081)
-86.818—
(-0.035)
—

—

—

-161.258***
(-0.158)
-146.487***
(-0.068)
—

-254.310***
(-0.188)

-282.287***
(-0.201)

-167.194***
(-0.142)

Rl = .184

R1= .190

RJ = .166

’Families reporting no family income or negative income were excluded from the analysis; youth with no reported
income and hours of work were included in the analysis.

^The last three income categories were collapsed in the model for female-headed households due to a small number
of observations in these categories.
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Table A-3 Unstandardized (and Standardized) Regression Coefficients for Youth Total Earned Income in

All Households and by Household Type.1
Variables
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Income
<$5,000
5,000-9,999

10,000-14,999
15,000-19,999
20,000-24,999
25,000-29,999
30,000-34,999
35,000-44,999
45,000-54,999
>54,999
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed
Not employed
Married Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
Neither employed
Both employed
Weighted Cost of Children
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar
Pink Collar
None
White Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unemployment 75-80
Labor Supply

All Households
(N=50,998)

-61.188
(-0.007)
-150.477***
(-0.021)
-21.180
(-0.003)
—

112.821***
(0.019)
108.280**
(0.018)
140.309***
(0.021)
190.599***
(0.031)
176.949***
(0.019)
110.581*
(0.013)

Household Type
Single Female
Married Couple
(N=41,770)
(N=9,228)

119.579
(0.008)
-153.378**
(-0.016)
-30.091
(-0.004)
—

—

135.449***
(0.024)
133.726***
(0.023)
157.862***
(0.025)
216.326***
(0.037)
189.886***
(0.022)
141.673**
(0.018)

63.689
(0.010)
-127.100**
(-0.015)

N /A

-126.052***
(-0.029)
-24.925
(-0.002)
-153.619***
(-0.016)

-127.797***
(-0.030)
-21.823
(-0.002)
-170.364***
(-0.019)
—

—

N /A

-1.933
(-0.003)

-3.374
(-0.004)

-54.079**
(-0.013)
-36.806
(-0.005)
-213.880***
(-0.027)

-52.969*
(-0.013)
-54.552
(-0.006)
-232.950***
(-0.022)
—

—

-5844.56*
(-0.012)
-4339.99***
(-0.035)
-2439.62*
(-0.010)

-217.191**
(-0.047)
-210.391***
(-0.051)
-48.642
(-0.011)

-6820.65*
(-0.014)
-4764.09***
(-0.038)
-2488.28*
(-0.010)

0.846
(0.000)
-71.844
(-0.008)
133.413
(0.011)
61.771
(0.006)
N /A 1
N /A 1

-163.701**
(-0.042)
N /A
N /A
N /A
N /A
4.501
(0.007)
-61.571
(-0.016)
-36293

(-0.009)
-179.620*
(-0.039)
—
-1264.99
(-0.003)
-2453.25
(-0.021)
-1784.43
(-0.008)
(Continued)
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Table A-3 (Continued)

Variables

Proportion in School
Earnings Level
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80
Urban/Rural
Nonmetro
Rural metro
Medium metro
Major metro
Geographic Characteristics
Northeast
West
Northcentral
South
Cost of Living
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

All Households
(N=50,998)
-25591
(-0 .0 0 1 )
211.740****
(0.050)
805.200***
(0.050)

Household Type
Married Couple
Single Female
(N=41,770)
(N=9,228)
-130543
(-0.003)
221.459***
(0.052)
728.705***
(0.044)

551.434
(0.016)
152.306***
(0.036)
1168.417***
(0.080)

-11580
(-0 .0 0 2 )
-71.994
(-0.008)

-36.862
(-0.005)
-92.023*
(-0 .0 1 1 )

136.252
(0 .0 2 1 )
45.994
(0.005)

—

—

—

-80.540**
(-0 .0 2 0 )

-89.229**
(-0 .0 2 1 )

-50.004
(-0.013)

-15.091
(-0.003)
-29.410
(-0.005)
183.231***
(0.040)

-18.624
(-0.004)
1.161
(0 .0 0 0 )
190.132***
(0.041)

-8.265
(-0 .0 0 2 )
-199543**
(-0.041)
146.914(0.034)

—

—

—

0.823*
(0.018)

0592
(0.013)

-330.358***
(-0.081)

-341.804***
(-0.082)

-274.073***
(-0.074)

-1259.3***
(-0.292)
-732.911***
(-0.168)

-1018.89***
(-0.266)
-664.082***
(-0.173)

-1220.46***
(-0.288)
-724.40***
(-0.170)
—

-413.033***
(-0.069)
-242.728***
(-0.024)
—

-870.076***
(-0.154)

—

-412.727***
(-0.057)
-219.620***
(-0 .0 2 1 )
—

-419.098***
(-0.107)
-323.917***
(-0.039)
—

969.293***
(-0.163)
3
II

M

rj

Rl = .131

—

2.062**
(0.051)

-557.604***
(-0.123)
RJ = .124

'Families reporting no family income or negative income were excluded from the analysis; youth with no reported
earned income and hours of work were included in the analysis.
T he last three income categories were collapsed in the model for female-headed households due to a small number
of observations in these categories.
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Table A-4 Regression Coefficients for Percent of Family Income Earned by Youth by Income Q uartiles.1
(N=50,998)
Income (Quartiles)
Variables

Lowest

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed
Not employed
M arried Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
Neither employed

2nd Quartile

3rd Quartile

Highest

0.008
(0.018)
0.019**
(0.039)

0.007***
(0.034)
-0.004
(-0.009)

-0.000
(-0 .0 0 0 )

-0 . 0 0 1
(-0.005)
-0 . 0 0 2
(-0.003)

-0.014*
(-0.028)
-0.016
(-0.017)
-0 . 0 1 1
(-0.017)

-0.006***
(-0.041)
(0.006)
-0.004
(-0 .0 1 0 )

-0 .0 0 2 *
(-0.017)
-0.005*
(-0.017)
-0.003
(-0.007)

-0.004***
(-0.054)
0.004
(0.013)
0.003
(0.009)

-0 .0 0 2 **
(-0.026)

-0.000
(-0 .0 1 2 )

0 .0 0 0 *
(0.016)

0 .0 0 0 **
(0 .0 2 1 )

-0.023***
(-0.057)
-0 ,0 2 1 **
(-0.038)
-0.030***
(-0.059)

-0.003*
(-0.023)
-0 . 0 0 2
(-0 .0 1 0 )
-0 .0 1 1 ***
(-0.036)

-0 . 0 0 1
(-0 .0 1 2 )
-0 . 0 0 1
(-0.005)
-0.007*
(-0 .0 2 0 )

(0 .0 1 1 )
-0 . 0 0 1
(-0 .0 0 2 )

0.216
(0.005)
-0.229
(-0.019)
-0.213
(-0 .0 1 0 )
0.042
(0.013)
0.005
(0.013)
0.074***
(0.046)

-0.338*
(-0 .0 2 0 )
-0.161***
(-0.039)
-0.160*
(-0 .0 2 0 )

-0.237*
(-0.019)
-0.180***
(-0.056)
-0.187***
(-0.030)
-0.009
(-0.009)
0.006***
(0.055)
0.024***
(0.060)

-0.034
(-0.004)
-0.104***
(-0 .0 0 2 )
-0.009
(-0 .0 0 2 )
-0.000
(-0 .0 0 0 )
0.003***
(0.035)
0.018***
(0.063)

-0.000
(-0 .0 0 1 )
-0.005**
(-0.025)

-0.003
(-0.017)
-0.004*
(-0 .0 2 2 )

0 .0 0 2

(0.004)

0 .0 0 2

Both employed
Weighted Cost of Children
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar
Pink Collar
None

0 .0 0 2 ***
(0.031)
0 .0 0 2

White Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unemployment 75-80
Labor Supply
Proportion in School
Earnings Level (per hour)
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80
U rban/R ural
Nonmetro
Rural metro
Medium metro
Major metro
Geographic Characteristics
Northeast
West

0 .0 0 1

0 .0 0 2

(0 .0 0 2 )
-0.000
(-0 .0 0 0 )

(0.008)
-0 . 0 0 2
(-0.006)

—

—

—

-0.000

-0.005**
(-0.035)

■0.016*
(-0.033)
-0 .0 2 1 **
(-0.038)

-0 . 0 0 1
(-0.005)
-0 . 0 0 1
(-0.008)
0.006***
(0.040)

Northcentral

0 .0 0 2

(0.004)
South
Cost of Living

0 .0 2 1

(0.016)
0.007***
(0.048)
0.035***
(0.061)

—

(0.032)

0.000
(0.018)

-0 . 0 0 1
(-0.018)
0 .0 0 0

0 .0 0 1

(0.009)
0 .0 0 2

(0.015)
0.006***
(0.050)
—

—

0 .0 0 0 *

—

-0.003**
(-0.032)

(0.003)
-0.000
(-0.005)
0.005***
(0.065)
—

1.164
(0 .0 0 0 )

0 .0 0 0

(0.018)
(Continued)
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Table A-4 (Continued).

Income (Quartiles)
Variables
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

Lowest

2nd Quartile

3rd Quartile

Highest

-0.025***
(-0.064)

-0.015***
(-0.107)

-0 .0 1 1 ***
(-0.103)

-0.007***
(-0.091)

-0.084” *
(-0.203)
-0.050***
(-0 .1 2 1 )

-0.048***
(-0.333)
-0.027***
(-0.184)

-0.041***
(-0.383)
-0.023***
(-0.215)
—

-0.027***
(-0.352)
-0.014***
(-0.185)
—

-0 .0 1 2 ***
(-0.065)
-0.007**
(-0.026)

-0 .0 1 0 ***
(-0.075)
-0.004*
(-0.027)

—

—

-0.040***
(-0.091)
-0.026***
(-0.034)

-0.019***
(-0.092)
-0.009***
(-0.028)
—

—

-0.040***
(-0.083)
RJ=.067

-0.035***
(-0.189)
RJ=.l82

—

-0.028***
(-0.186)
RJ=.204

—

-0.024***
(-0.193)
RJ=.185

'Families reporting no family income or negative income were excluded from the analysis; youth with no reported
earned income and hours of work were induded in the analysis.
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Table A-5 Regression Coefficients for Youth Total H ours of W ork by Income Quartiles.1 (N=50,998)

Income (Quartiles)
Variables

Lowest

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed

M arried Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
Neither employed
Both employed

-40.326*
(-0.034)

-6.601
(-0.003)
-3.525
(-0 .0 0 1 )

3.024
(0 .0 0 1 )
40.114
(0.006)

-38.337**
(-0.033)
-45.356*
(-0 .0 2 0 )
-93.888***
(-0.060)

-57.056***
(-0.055)
-22.635
(-0 .0 1 0 )
-68.353**
(-0.028)

-26.836**
(-0.026)
-52.303*
(-0.018)
-50.888
(-0.013)

-41.312***
(-0.041)
-38.677
(-0 .0 1 0 )
23.902
(0.006)

—

—

—

—

W eighted Cost of Children

Pink Collar
None
W hite Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unemployment 75-80
Labor Supply
Proportion in School
Earnings Level (per hour)
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80

-2.985*
(-0.018)

1.458
(0.008)

-19.779
(-0 .0 2 1 )
-19.660
(-0.015)
-59.924***
(-0.049)
—

-20.26*
(-0 .0 2 0 )
-19.016
(-0 .0 1 2 )
-60.442**
(-0.027)

West
Northcentral
South
Cost of Living

-15.161
(-0.015)
-14.930
(-0.008)
-56.829
(-0.017)
—

18.02*
(0.018)
-2.263
(-0 .0 0 1 )
-65.284
(-0.016)
—

-2325.18*
(-0.019)
-2113.83***
(-0.069)
-1546.3**
(-0.026)
0.298
(0 .0 0 0 )

11.657
(0.008)
-22.056
(-0 .0 1 1 )

19.376
(0 .0 1 1 )
-17.360
(-0.008)

-5.874
(-0.003)
-16.605
(-0.007)

—

—

—

—

-35.323**
(-0.036)

-39.828***
(-0.040)

-26.277*
(-0.026)

-15.781
(-0.060)

-1.414
(-0 .0 0 1 )
-11.777
(-0.009)
34.079**
(0.029)

14525
(0 .0 1 2 )
8.274
(0.006)
5 4 .9 7 7 ***
(0.049)

11.287
(0 .0 1 0 )
17.323
(0.013)
54.288***
(0.050)

0522
(0 .0 0 0 )
-22.065
(-0.019)
72.778***
(0.070)

4.443
(0.003)
32.685**
(0.017)

Rural metro

Geographic Characteristics
Northeast

—

7.151***
(0.036)

5.184***
(0.027)

-1490.6
(-0.013)
-1646.18***
(-0.056)
-1072.19*
(-0.019)
84.192
(0.009)
-1.044
(-0 .0 0 1 )
245.733***
(0.060)

-1495.64
(-0.013)
-1642.2***
(-0.057)
-490.907
(-0 .0 1 0 )
125.370
(0.015)
-12.755
(-0.014)
248.414***
(0.064)

U rban/R ural
Nonmetro

M edium metro
Major metro

Highest

3rd Quartile

13.419
(0.009)
-75.359**
(-0.025)

1 2 2 1 1 ***
(0 .0 1 1 )

Not employed

Occupation of Head
Blue Collar

2nd Q uartile

—

—

0.386*
(0.038)

2 .2 1 2

(0 .0 0 2 )
226.838***
(0.058)

—

—

0.159
(0.014)

1740.029
(0.014)
-1272.530***
(-0.042)
-560.433
(-0.009)
-59.134
(-0.006)
-7.148
(-0.007)
221.502***
(0.060)

0.107
(0.009)

0.177
(0.016)
(Continued)
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Table A-5 (Continued).

Income (Quartiles)
Variables
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

Lowest

2nd Quartile

3rd Quartile

Highest

-80.025***
(-0.083)

-92.099***
(-0.093)

-98.869***
(-0 .1 0 0 )

-91514***
(-0.096)

-280.089***
(-0.281)
-163.193’**
(-0.162)
—

-337.156***
(-0.328)
171.104***
(-0.164)
—

-377541***
(-0.367)
-207.754***
(-0 .2 0 0 )

-357526***
(-0.359)
-172.063***
(-0.173)
—

-140.843***
(-0.131)
-109.602***
(-0.058)

-146.707***
(-0 .1 0 0 )
-95.018***
(-0.040)
—

-142.478***
(-0.079)
-99.786***
(-0.036)

-177549***
(-0.152)

-264.576***
(-0.199)

-294.733***
(-0.204)

-339.776***
(-0.213)

R*=.149

R2=.182

R2=.204

R2=.202

—

—

—

-163.415***
(-0.075)
-79.286***
(-0.027)
—

’Families reporting no family income or negative income were excluded from the analysis; youth with no reported
earned income and hours of work were included in the analysis.
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Table A-6 Regression Coefficients for Youth Total Earned Income by Income Quartiles.1 (N=50,998)

Income (Quartiles)
Variables
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Household Employment Status
Single Female Head
Employed
Not employed
Married Couple Household
Husband only employed
Wife only employed
Neither employed

Lowest

2nd Quartile

-0.566
(-0 .0 0 0 )
-189.982*
(-0.036)

85.746
(0.014)
-163552
(-0.013)

-125.728
(-0.024)
-152.103
(-0.015)
-257.107**
(-0.036)

-160.964***
(-0.038)
69.314
(0.008)
-146.381
(-0.014)
—

Both employed

—

Weighted Cost of Children
Occupation of Head
Blue Collar
Pink Collar
None
White Collar
LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
Industrial Mix
Unemployment 75-80
Labor Supply
Proportion in School
Earnings Level (per hour)
Nonfarm Employment Growth 75-80
Urban/Rural
Nonmetro
Rural metro
Medium metro
Major metro
Geographic Characteristics
Northeast
West
Northcentral
South
Cost of Living

-14.294*
(-0.019)

-9.547
(-0 .0 1 2 )

-246.151***
(-0.056)
-182.677*
(-0.030)
-331.656***
(-0.060)

-109.746**
(-0.026)
-84.649
(-0 .0 1 2 )
-306.623**
(-0.033)

—

—

3rd Quartile

-13.079
(-0 .0 0 1 )
73.892
(0.004)
-49.121
(-0 .0 1 2 )
-197.891*
(-0.018)
-115.328
(-0.008)
—

Highest

-102.469
(-0.007)
28.024
(0 .0 0 1 )
-171.641***
(-0.042)
266.638*
(0.016)
247.294
(0.015)
—

8506
(0 .0 1 1 )

12.952
(0.016)

-56.699
(-0.015)
-51.150
(-0.007)
-235.481*
(-0.018)

34.058
(0.008)
59.172
(0.007)
-165.722
(-0 .0 1 0 )
—

—

-6036.29
(-0 .0 1 2 )
-3941.1**
(-0.030)
1220.056
(0.005)
-148598
(-0.004)
151.386***
(0.036)
781.626***
(0.045)

-7785.84
(-0.016)
-3108.69**
(-0.025)
-4841.79*
(-0 .0 2 1 )
473.389
(0.013)
265.710***
(0.064)
783.263***
(0.046)

-9542.68*
(-0 .0 2 1 )
-5617.14***
(-0.047)
-5896.11**
(-0.025)
-405.496
(-0 .0 1 1 )
240.574***
(0.059)
752.499***
(0.050)

-1059.72
(-0 .0 0 2 )
-5181.11***
(-0.042)
547.388
(0 .0 0 2 )
-14.961
(-0 .0 0 0 )
177.815***
(0.040)
908.093***
(0.059)

-5.108
(-0 .0 0 1 )
20.910
(0 .0 0 2 )

67.497
(0 .0 1 1 )
16.236
(0 .0 0 2 )
—
-143584**
(-0.035)

-25.924
(-0.004)
-201.620**
(-0.024)
—
-119.750**
(-0.031)

-109.680
(-0.013)
-197.107*
(-0.019)
—
-44.992
(-0 .0 1 1 )

-45.201
(-0.009)
-52.822
(-0.009)
160.385**
(0.034)
—
1.253
(0.027)

11.959
(0.003)
78.001
(0.016)
183.718***
(0.043)
—
0.144
(0.003)

1.499
(0 .0 0 0 )
-44.819
(-0.009)
261.080***
(-0.061)
—
0.938
(0 .0 2 1 )

—

-11.028
(-0.003)
-38.239
(-0.007)
-139.936
(-0.023)
101.845
(0.019)
—

1.164
(0.025)

(Continued)
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Table A-6 (Continued).

Income (Quartiles)
Variables
INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS
Gender (1 = Female)
Age
16
17
18
Race
Black
Other
White
In school (1 = yes)

Lowest

2nd Quartile

3rd Q uartile

Highest

-255.129***
(-0.058)

-373.371***
(-0.090)

-367.894***
(-0.095)

-330.306***
(-0.084)

-1024.09***
(-0.226)
-692567***
(-0.152)

-1104.4***
(-0.259)
-645.064***
(-0.149)

-1361.7***
(-0.341)
-786.641***
(-0.195)

-1340.9***
(-0.326)
-720.908***
(-0.176)

—

-413.192***
(-0.085)
-295.845***
(-0.035)

—

—

-439.116***
(-0.072)
-222.538**
(-0 .0 2 2 )
—

-396.849***
(-0.057)
-231.148*
(-0 .0 2 1 )

-548.628***
(-0.104)

-974.128***
(-0.176)

-991549***
(-0.177)

R^O.082

R*=0.129

—

—

RJ=.170

—

-450.987***
(-0.050)
-107.022
(-0.009)
—

-1206.53***
(-0.183)
R»=.160

’Families reporting no family income or negative income were excluded from the analysis; youth with no reported
earned income and hours of work were included in the analysis.
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Appendix B. Correlation Matrix of Variables
VI

V2

V3

V4

V5

V6

V7

V8

V9

V10

1.00

V2

0.510

1.00

V3

0.299

0.480

1.00

V4

0.394

0.649

0.559

1.00

V5

-0.056

-0.046

0.215

-0.030

1.00

V6

-0.047

-0.049

0.061

-0.047

-0.076

1.00

V7

-0.028

-0.016

0.034

-0.020

-0.085

-0.112

1.00

V8

-0.017

-0.008

-0.003

-0.014

-0.092

-0.122

-0.136

1.00

V9

0.015

0.011

-0.016

0.011

-0.097

-0.129

-0.143

-0.156

1.00

V10

0.021

0.018

-0.035

0.013

-0.092

-0.122

-0.136

-0.147

-0.156

1.00

V ll

0.031

0.020

-0.042

0.018

-0.082

-0.108

-0.121

-0.131

-0.138

-0.131

V12

0.044

0.033

-0.059

0.033

-0.091

-0.121

-0.135

-0.146

-0.155

-0.146

V13

0.025

0.020

-0.047

0.022

-0.057

-0.076

-0.084

-0.091

-0.096

-0.091

V14

-0.005

0.002

-0.066

0.008

-0.061

-0.081

-0.099

-0.097

-0.103

-0.097

V15

0.019

0.004

0.087

0.002

0.070

0.194

0.184

0.058

-0.048

-0.086
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Appendix B. Continued
VI

V2

V3

V4

V5

V6

V7

V8

V9

V10

-0.061

-0.058

0.071

-0.049

0382

0.202

0.026

-0.047

-0.080

-0.082

V17

-0.038

-0.013

-0.044

-0.012

-0.096

-0.088

-0.028

0.032

0.051

0.024

V18

-0.011

-0.012

0.001

-0.004

-0.021

0.019

0.048

0.038

0.027

-0.007

V19

-0.039

-0.032

0.021

-0.020

0.080

0.128

0.061

0.012

-0.033

-0.046

V20

0.075

0.056

-0.059

0.043

-0.169

-0.204

0.026

-0.064

0.026

-0.096

V21

-0.035

-0.026

-0.019

-0.033

0.043

0.052

-0.151

0.006

0.000

-0.005

V22

-0.023

0.011

0.003

-0.002

-0.031

0.006

0.029

0.072

0.075

0.049

V23

0.016

-0.002

0.037

0.000

0.025

0.065

0.041

0.025

-0.016

-0.023

V24

-0.069

-0.064

0.034

-0.051

0251

0.169

0.087

-0.018

-0.051

-0.070

V25

0.052

0.024

-0.045

0.030

-0.119

-0.140

0.047

-0.084

-0.043

0.000

V26

0.007

0.026

0.022

0.007

0.006

0.020

-0.124

0.015

0.001

-0.004

V27

-0.057

-0.075

-0.032

-0.054

0.024

0.034

0.026

-0.004

-0.001

-0.012

V28

-0.029

-0.011

-0.005

-0.013

0.029

0.025

0.008

0.014

-0.007

0.004

V29

0.016

-0.008

-0.024

-0.014

-0.039

-0.045

0.009

-0.012

0.001

0.011

V30

0.001

-0.012

0.015

0.049

0.009

-0.013

-0.028

-0.032

-0.022

-0.004
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Appendix B. Continued
VI

V2

V3

V4

V5

V6

V31

0.054

0.059

0.041

0.047

-0.005

-0.003

V32

-0.027

0.004

0.013

-0.011

0.024

V33

-0.022

-0.007

-0.001

-0.016

V34

0.007

0.021

0.014

V35

0.020

-0.019

V36

-0.048

V37

V7

V9

V10

0.011

-0.003

-0.001

-0.001

0.042

0.033

0.038

0.014

-0.005

0.001

0.019

0.024

0.016

0.018

0.005

0.004

0.008

0.020

0.011

0.030

-0.031

0.006

-0.020

0.011

-0.023

-0.054

-0.042

-0.059

0.014

-0.005

-0.047

-0.035

-0.040

-0.016

0.000

-0.008

0.001

0.004

0.003

0.036

0.019

0.003

0.019

-0.020

-0.026

-0.010

-0.021

-0.006

-0.006

V38

0.051

0.047

0.005

0.032

-0.033

-0.043

-0.034

-0.010

0.007

0.024

V39

-0.043

-0.017

0.024

-0.009

0.061

0.061

0.047

0.026

-0.005

-0.020

V40

0.045

0.008

-0.010

0.030

-0.044

-0.072

-0.044

-0.058

-0.029

-0.004

V41

-0.048

-0.104

-0.072

-0.091

-0.008

0.000

0.001

0.003

-0.000

0.001

V42

-0.224

-0.275

-0.167

-0.226

-0.001

0.006

0.003

0.008

0.003

-0.000

V43

0.022

-0.002

-0.008

-0.019

0.001

0.000

0.000

-0.005

-0.004

0.001

V44

0.217

0.298

0.189

0.263

0.001

-0.006

-0.003

-0.003

0.001

-0.001

V45

-0.125

-0.117

-0.022

-0.082

0.177

0.142

0.076

0.008

-0.024

-0.058
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VI

V2

V3

V4

V5

V6

V7

V8

V9

V10

V46

-0.045

-0.041

-0.006

-0.025

0.048

0.042

0.037

0.009

-0.015

-0.019

V47

0.134

0.126

0.021

0.087

-0.184

-0.151

-0.089

-0.012

0.030

0.063

V48

-0.201

-0.262

-0.186

-0.219

-0.066

-0.063

-0.033

-0.021

-0.001

0.013
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Vll

V12

V13

V14

V15

V16

V17

V18

V19

V20

VI
V2
V3
V4
V5
V6
V7
V8
V9
V10
1.00

V12

-0.130

1.00

V13

-0.081

-0.091

1.00

V14

-0.086

-0.097

-0.060

1.00

V15

-0.091

-0.116

-0.079

-0.082
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V ll

V12

V13

V14

V15

V16

V17

V18

V19

V20

-0.079

-0.092

-0.056

-0.060

-0.095

1.00

V17

0.001

-0.005

0.011

0.077

-0.250

-0.177

1.00

V18

-0.023

-0.038

-0.027

-0.041

-0.072

-0.051

-0.134

1.00

V19

-0.050

-0.055

-0.039

-0.038

-0.079

-0.056

-0.147

-0.042

1.00

V20

0.127

0.163

0.095

0.042

-0.311

-0.221

-0.580

-0.167

-0.083

1.00

V21

-0.220

-0.038

-0.034

-0.031

-0.046

0.068

0.049

-0.021

0.008

-0.044

V22

0.002

-0.058

-0.078

-0.158

-0.101

-0.142

0.090

0.016

0.010

0.041

V23

-0.034

-0.048

-0.035

-0.054

0363

0.031

-0.124

-0.046

-0.053

-0.096

V24

-0.068

-0.078

-0.054

-0.062

-0.097

0.522

-0.161

0.159

0317

-0.194

V25

0.057

0.135

0.136

0.238

-0.068

-0.153

0.069

-0.075

-0.096

0.123

V26

-0.011

-0.020

-0.015

-0.025

-0.003

-0.027

0.011

-0.000

0.028

-0.006

V27

-0.012

-0.013

-0.001

-0.015

-0.008

0.045

0.018

0.018

0.049

-0.061

V28

-0.003

-0.028

-0.018

-0.026

-0.011

0.003

0.010

-0.004

0.021

-0.010

V29

0.023

0.031

0.030

0.027

-0.014

-0.020

0.011

-0.012

-0.039

0.029

V30

0.003

0.029

0.029

0.038

0.019

0.016

-0.006

-0.012

-0.004

-0.009
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Vll

V12

V13

V14

V15

V16

V17

V18

V19

V20

-0.002

-0.005

0.004

0.008

0.021

-0.046

-0.017

-0.002

-0.008

0.029

V32

-0.022

-0.057

-0.040

-0.039

-0.022

-0.003

0.001

0.018

0.037

-0.007

V33

-0.016

-0.031

-0.022

-0.028

-0.026

-0.008

-0.000

0.022

0.027

0.001

V34

-0.009

-0.022

-0.032

-0.046

-0.007

-0.023

-0.000

0.001

0.003

0.015

V35

0.030

0.070

0.065

0.079

0.032

0.027

-0.000

-0.022

-0.038

-0.010

V36

0.006

-0.002

0.002

0.009

-0.018

0.031

0.008

-0.005

-0.006

-0.006

V37

0.007

0.033

0.029

0.026

0.020

-0.030

0.002

-0.009

-0.004

0.004

V38

0.025

0.028

0.019

0.010

-0.019

-0.021

0.020

0.003

-0.018

0.010

V39

-0.034

-0.052

-0.044

-0.038

0.018

0.016

-0.028

0.010

0.025

-0.007

V40

0.029

0.083

0.078

0.089

0.036

-0.006

-0.014

-0.024

-0.046

0.021

V41

0.002

-0.002

0.005

-0.004

0.010

0.003

-0.007

-0.002

-0.009

0.003

V42

-0.002

-0.009

-0.012

0.002

-0.002

-0.001

0.008

-0.005

-0.012

0.002

V43

-0.001

0.004

-0.000

0.006

0.006

-0.001

-0.008

0.002

-0.002

0.002

V44

0.003

0.005

0.013

-0.008

-0.004

0.002

0.000

0.003

0.014

-0.006

V45

-0.065

-0.083

-0.063

-0.074

0.154

0.215

-0.133

0.024

0.027

-0.102
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Vll

V12

V13

V14

V15

V16

V17

V18

V19

V20

V46

-0.022

-0.027

-0.024

-0.019

-0.015

0.053

-0.006

0.004

0.037

-0.028

V47

0.071

0.090

0.070

0.076

-0.128

-0.222

0.120

-0.024

-0.043

0.106

V48

0.030

0.050

0.033

0.057

-0.035

-0.065

0.014

-0.017

-0.051

0.070
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V21

V22

V23

V24

V25

V26

V27

V28

V29

V30

1.00

V22

0.069

1.00

V23

-0.041

-0.339

1.00

V24

0.040

-0.284

-0.089

1.00

V25

-0.070

-0.706

-0.221

-0.185

1.00

V26

0.009

0.015

-0.002

0.000

-0.015

1.00

V27

0.005

0.009

0.005

0.042

-0.036

-0.082

1.00

V28

0.065

0.041

-0.017

0.017

-0.042

0.055

-0.087

1.00

V29

0.012

-0.018

0.006

-0.044

0.039

-0.202

-0.025

-0.074

1.00

V30

-0.006

-0.034

0.010

0.001

0.029

-0.139

-0.003

-0.087

-0.039

1.00

V31

-0.004

-0.025

0.003

-0.021

0.036

0.466

-0.172

-0.014

-0.302

0.002

V32

0.005

0.062

-0.012

0.011

-0.065

0.174

0.035

-0.222

-0.138

-0.141

V33

0.004

0.043

-0.017

0.007

-0.039

-0.037

0.087

0.009

0.015

-0.048

V34

0.003

0.046

-0.018

-0.017

-0.029

0.164

-0.144

0.130

-0.099

-0.174

V35

-0.008

-0.102

0.033

0.006

0.085

-0.243

0.073

-0.262

0.170

0.272
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V21

V22

V23

V24

V25

V26

V27

V28

V29

V30

V36

0.000

-0.031

0.014

0.014

0.016

-0.356

0.324

-0.176

0.280

-0.018

V37

-0.003

-0.045

0.010

-0.018

0.052

0.339

0.139

-0.147

0.110

0.023

V38

0.014

0.043

-0.012

-0.004

-0.015

-0.060

-0.172

0.099

0.219

-0.077

V39

-0.011

0.024

-0.010

0.044

-0.043

0.099

-0.241

0.184

-0.367

0.069

V40

-0.012

-0.111

0.032

-0.020

0.110

-0.030

0.057

-0.380

0.160

0.259

V41

-0.006

-0.008

0.003

0.003

0.005

-0.008

0.003

-

0.002

0.010

-0.006

V42

0.053

0.000

-0.004

-0.012

0.009

0.004

-

0.002

-0.003

0.005

-

V43

-0.020

-0.006

0.003

0.009

-0.000

0.002

-0.006

-0.006

0.006

-0.006

V44

-0.035

0.006

0.001

0.004

-0.009

-0.006

0.009

0.009

-

0.012

0.008

V45

0.134

0.056

0.041

0.146

-0.165

-0.071

0.011

0.046

-0.052

0.068

V46

0.082

0.040

-0.025

0.059

-0.060

0.087

0.059

-0.040

-0.003

0.015

V47

-0.165

-0.072

-0.022

-0.164

0.181

0.013

-0.025

0.021

0.047

-0.069

V48

-0.012

-0.081

0.011

-0.051

0.108

-

-

-

0.001
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V31

V32

V33

V34

V35

V36

V37

V38

V39

V40

1.00

V32

0.005

1.00

V33

-0.013

-0.085

1.00

V34

0.073

-0.237

-0.174

1.00

V35

-0.065

-0.348

-0.255

-0.712

1.00

V36

-0.438

-0.136

-0.018

-0.081

0.168

1.00

V37

0571

-0.042

0.108

-0.069

0.141

-0.252

1.00

V38

-0.292

0.065

0.003

-0.080

0.034

-0.328

-0.280

1.00

V39

0.202

0.094

0.102

0.204

-0.297

-0.380

-0.324

-0.422

1.00

V40

0.224

-0.408

-0.222

-0.319

0.653

0.122

0.464

-0.144

-0.350

1.00

V41

-0.006

-0.012

-0.007

0.001

0.010

0.004

-0.003

0.009

-0.010

0.011

V42

0.007

0.000

0.012

0.003

-0.009

-0.004

0.003

-0.004

0.005

0.001

V43

-0.001

0.005

-0.002

0.001

-0.003

-0.001

-0.002

0.010

-0.006

-0.005

V44

-0.007

-0.005

-0.010

-0.005

0.013

0.006

-0.001

-0.007

0.002

0.003

V45

-0.065

-0.032

-0.020

-0.024

0.051

-0.039

-0.108

-0.057

0.176

-0.020
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V31

V32

V33

V34

V35

V36

V37

V38

V39

V40

V46

0.093

-0.029

-0.038

-0.024

0.058

-0.026

0.197

-0.074

-0.067

0.147

V47

0.006

0.046

0.039

0.034

-0.078

0.049

-0.013

0.093

-0.120

-0.063

V48

-0.009

-0.017

0.000

-0.005

0.015

0.006

0.008

0.019

-0.030

0.023
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V41

V42

V43

V44

V45

V46

V47

V41

1.00

V42

0.014

1.00

V43

-0.001

-0.563

1.00

V44

-0.014

-0.475

0.461

1.00

V45

0.013

-0.003

0.001

0.004

1.00

V46

0.004

0.005

0.003

-0.009

-0.085

1.00

V47

-0.013

-0.000

0.000

-0.000

-0.838

-0.453

1.00

V48

0.036

0.207

0.080

-0.307

-0.016

-0.015

0.022

V48

1.00

LEGEND:
VI
V2
V3
V4
V5
V6
V7
V8
V9
V10:
V ll:

Youth labor force participation
Total hours worked by youth
Percent of family income earned by youth
Total income earned by youth
Household income less than $5,000
Household income $5,000 to $9,999
Household income $10,000 to $14,999
Household income $15,000 to $19,999
Household income $20,000 to $24,999
Household income $25,000 to $29,999
Household income $30,000 to $34,999

V12:
V13:
V14:
V15:
V16:
V17:
V18:
V19:
V20:
V21:
V22:

Household income $35,000 to $44,999
Household income $45,000 to $54,999
Household income over $54,999
Female-head, employed
Female-head, not employed
Married couple, husband employed only
Married couple, wife employed only
Married couple, neither employed
Married couple, both employed
Weighted cost of children
Blue collar occupational status of head of household

LEGEND: (continued)
V23:
V24:
V25:
V26:
V27:
V28:
V29:
V30:
V31:
V32:
V33:
V34:
V35:

Pink collar occupational status of head of household
No occupational status of head of household
White collar occupational status of household head
Industrial mix
Unemployment, 1975-80
Labor supply
Proportion of youth in school
Earnings level
Nonform employment growth, 1975-80
Nonmetropolitan labor market area
Rural metropolitan labor market area
Medium metropolitan labor market area
Major metropolitan labor market area

V36:
V37:
V38:
V39:
V40:
V41:
V42:
V43:
V44:
V45:
V46:
V47:
V48:

Northeast
West
Northcentral
South
Cost of living
Gender (1 = Female)
Age, 16 years
Age, 17 years
Age, 18 years
Black
Other
W hite
In school
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